DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


THURSDAY, JUNE 12, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph C. O’Mahoney (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators O’Mahoney and McCarthy. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


GENERAL Provisions 


STATEMENTS OF LT. GEN. G. H. DECKER, COMPTROLLER OF THE 
ARMY; MAJ. GEN. G. HONNEN, CHIEF, BUDGET DIVISION; COL. 
C. K. McALISTER, CHIEF, ESTIMATES AND FUNDING BRANCH, 
BUDGET DIVISION; MAJ. E. A. BROWN, LEGAL ADVISER, BUDGET 
DIVISION; MAJ. GEN. B. M. McFADYEN, DEPUTY ASSISTANT 
CHIEF OF STAFF, G-1; MAJ. GEN. W. 0. REEDER, DEPUTY AS- 
SISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, G-4; COL. JAMES F. STRAIN, EXECU- 
TIVE OFFICER, NBPRP; AND LT. COL. R. F. HOAG, OFFICE, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF, G-3 


PERSONAL AIDES TO GENERAL OFFICERS 


Senator O’Manonry. General Decker, will you please resume ? 

General Decker. Yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. I have in mind a question. How many gen- 
erals or admirals will the saving in section 634 affect ¢ 

General Decker. I would like to ask General McFadyen, our As- 
sistant G—1, to answer that. 

General McFapyen. He is referring to the new section 634: 


During the fiscal year 1953 no funds appropriated by this act shall be used for 
the pay and allowances of persons assigned to render assistance to generals of 
the Army, fleet admirals of the Navy, or generals in the Marine Corps, except 
during periods when such persons are required to assist such officers in per- 
forming specific duties assigned by the President, the Secretary of Defense, or 
the head of the military department concerned. 


Senator McCarruy. How many generals or admirals will that 
affect ? 


General McFapyen. I cannot answer for admirals. General Mar- 
shall would be in that category. 
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Senator McCarruny. I do not think Marshall would. He has an 
assignment. I just named the group of people that could be. 


GENERAL MAC ARTHUR AFFECTED 


yeneral Decker. I think General MacArthur would probably be 
the only one. 

Senator O’Manonry. Well, it would apply to some of these admirals 
who have retired, Admiral King. 

Senator McCarruy. They have all been assigned special jobs. Take 
Admiral Leahy, for example. I understand he has been assigned to 
the task as adviser to the President. Admiral King has been assigned 
to I do not know what job. General Marshall has been assigned to 
some task. The only general or admiral that would be affected would 
be General MacArthur. That is why I question the wisdom of that. 

Senator O’Manonry. We have not reached the section as yet, and 
the committee will get full information with respect to that. 

Senator McCarrny. I just wanted the record clear. 

As far as you know, the only man affected by this section at this 
moment would be General MacArthur. 

General Honnen. Yes. 

General Decker. I would want to look into the facts before I made 
a definite answer to that, but it is my opinion that General MacArthur 
would be the only one affected. 

Senator McCarruy. I just wonder if you would check and see if 
any other general or admiral would be affected by that. 

General Decker. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

The Army presently has two generals of the Army who do not have specific 
duties assigned. These are Gen. Douglas MacArthur and Gen. D. D. Eisenhower. 
Gen. George C. Marshall is Chairman of the American Battle Monuments Com- 

Isslon. 
= There are no generals of five-star rank in the Air Force. 

Admiral Halsey and General Vandergrift would not be affected, since they are 
retired. Admiral Leahy, Admiral Nimitz, and Admiral King are under orders 
to the Secretary of the Navy. 

Senator McCartuy. Do you know, Mr. Chairman, how this section 
got in here? 

Senator O’Manoney. It was put in by the House committee. I was 
just looking to see if there was anything special said about it in the 
House report, and there was not. There was no explanation or reason 
for it, nor any statement as to the saving that it would encompass. 

All right, General. 

General Decker. If I may, following discussion of each of these 
subjects, I would like to submit for the record the formal reclama 
that has been submitted by the Department. 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes. 


PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE 


General Decker. The first item this morning is the promotion of 
rifle practice. The House action with regard to the appropriation 
“Promotion of rifle practice” was to disallow the entire amount re- 
quested. This action would result in: The discontinuance of marks- 
manship practice by civilian riffe clubs, which have previously re- 
lied on Government aid for support; financial loss to many rifle 
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clubs due to investments made in the leasing or renting of range 
sites, the construction of ranges and other facilities, and the expense 
involved in the return to ordnance arsenals of equipment loaned by 
the Army; and the discontinuance of the sale by ordnance arsenals 
of ammunition, targets, and other supplies for rifle practice. 


RIFLE CLUBS 


If the financial support of civilian rifle practice is removed, ap- 
proximately 3,400 civilian rifle clubs and 50 schools will be affected. 
These organizations and institutions have a total membership of over 
150,000 individuals. It is anticipated there will be an unfavorable 
reaction to the discontinuance of this program, which was authorized 
by the National Defense Act and subsequent acts of the Congress 
and for which support has been provided by appropriations since 1903. 

Colonel Strain, the executive in charge of this program, is here this 
morning, sir, and will be available for any questions that the committee 
may desire to ask him. 

Senator O’Manonry. How will this money be spent ? 


1953 BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Colonel Srrarn. The total amount requested and approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget, approved by the Army Budget Advisory Com- 
mittee and the Department of Defense, is $130,000. ‘That is the same 
amount as appropriated in fiscal year 1952. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is all perfectly apparent. I was ask- 
ing for just a little more detail. How do you break that down? I 
see here: “Not to exceed $18,000 for incidental expenses of the Na- 
tional Board.” What those incidental expenses may be is not set 
forth. 

Colone! Srrar. I can give you that, sir. 

Senator O’Mauoney. That must be in the justification. 

Colonel Srrain. I can give you that very briefly. 

Senator O’Manoney. Let us get it in the record right here. 


SALARIES AND EXPENSES 


Colonel Srram. For the pay of approximately 20 employees to 
administer the program, $70,998 ; for travel expenses for the executive 
officer of the Board and members of the Board which consists of 21 
members from all the services, $600; for incidentals, such as trans- 
portation of property, National Board, $97; communication services, 
$324. 

A larger item is contractual services, which means packing, hand- 
ling charges, which the funds of the Board pay to Ordnance arsenals 
which ship Ordnance equipment, rifles and such, to civilian rifle clubs, 
also the repair, overhaul and fixed charges by the Ordnance arsenals 
on rifle equipment and such, which may be returned when the clubs 
break up. That amount for those contractual services is $26,831. 

For supplies and materials, the cost of all expendable materials— 
those are targets, cleaning and preserving materials, grease, rifle bore 
cleaner, patches, and _ *h—are paid from funds of ‘the Board, and 
the amount for that is $31,010; included also in that item are the costs 
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for trophies, medals, qualification hedges procured by the Board from 
its appropriation and issued to civilians for qualification in rifle 
marksmanship and in certain matches sponsored by the Board. 

The minor item of taxes and assessments, social security, $140, 
making a total of $130,000. 

Senator O’Manonry. The House committee apparently felt it was 
not an essential expenditure. Do you think that it is an essential 
expenditure ? 

‘olonel Strain. The Army thinks so, because the Budget Advisory 
Committee of the Department of the Army approved the request of 
the National Boara. ! 


HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT 


Senator O’Manoney. This is what the committee says: 


The committee recommends deletion of this item for which $130,000 was re- 
quested. This action is based on, (@) that the program neither accomplishes 
nor is required to interest our youth in the handling of small arms; (b) that it 
does not add to the effectiveness of our defenses; and (c) that if it is to be con- 
tinued considerably larger sums would be required to supply ammunition, with 
no real benefit to the Nation as a whole. 

Now, that is a pretty specific attack upon the program and I think 
it must be obvious that to restore it, this commitee would have to have 
some rather persuasive evidence. 


AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


I will put in the record, by the way, a copy of the amendment 
which has been submitted at the request of Senator Lodge, which 
apparently he intends to offer restoring the $130,000. 

(The amendment referred to follows :) 


(H. R. 7391, 82d Cong., 2d sess.] 


AMENDMENT intended to be proposed by Mr. Lodge to the bill (H. R. 7391) 
making appropriations for the Department of Defense and related independent 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, and for other purposes, viz: 
Page 15, between lines 2 and 3, insert the following: 


PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE, ARMY 


For necessary expenses of construction, equipment, and maintenance of rifle 
ranges, the instruction of citizens in marksmanship, and promotion of rifle 
practice, in accordance with the act of ‘August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 643), and the 
provisions of law contained in 10 U. 8S. C. 1184-1185 and 32 U. S. C. 181-186, 
including travel of rifle teams, military personnel and individuals attending 
regional, national, and international competitions, and not to exceed $18,000 for 
incidental expenses of the National Board, $130,000: Provided, That travel 
expenses of civilian members of the National Board shall be paid in aecord- 
ance with the Standardized Government Travel Regulations, as amended. 


MARKSMANSHIP TRAINING 


Colonel Srrarn. May I discuss that briefly, sir? 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes, sir. 

Colonel Srrat. Statistics on the marksmanship qualification of 
the men drafted during World War II showed that 2 percent of the 
American young men drafted in the Army knew how to shoot a rifle 
when they entered the service. Those are statistics that run counter 
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to the opinion of the public that we are a Nation of Daniel Boones. 

In addition to that this training presently consists of marksman- 
ship training of 50,000 members of junior rifle clubs between the ages 
of 12 and 18. Those clubs are sponsored, directed, and instructed by 
competent instructors. Many are sponsored by American Legion 
and other veterans’ organizations. Many are sponsored by Boy 
Scout councils. Some are sponsored by high schools. Many are 
town and community clubs. The average membership of those clubs 
runs about 46 boys. They are furnished by the Government caliber 
.22 rifles, the necessary equipment to go along with it, ammunition 
when it is available, targets, and target materials. They are required 
to fire certain prescribed marksmanship courses which cover military 
marksmanship. Upon attainment of certain standards in those 
qualification courses they are awarded free by the national board 
badges indicating their skill which are highly prized by them. 





MEMBERS 
































When we go to the senior field which is made up of able-bodied 
citizens above the age of 18, we have many indications, letters, com- 
munications, evidence from many of these young men from time to 
time that they highly valued the marksmanship training they received 
in these civilian clubs when they entered the Armed Forces. 

We have approximately 100,000 members who are engaged in rifle 
practice and in firing the Army qualification courses in training. 

Senator McCarrny. What age dothey run? Isthere any age limit ' 

Colonel Srrarn. No top age limit. There are some older men who 
organize, the clubs and keep them going and furnish the instruction, 
who interest the men of their community and who are the organizers 
of the local clubs. 

Senator O’Manoney. Colonel, the statement of General Decker and 
the statement also contained in the reclama is that this item has been 
authorized by the National Defense Act and subsequent acts of Con- 
gress and has been supported by appropriations since 1903. But you 
testified just a moment ago that less than 2 percent of the men who 
came into the Army in World War II knew anything about shooting. 
Quite obviously from 1903 to 1941 it did not succeed in its general 
objective of producing marksmen for the Army. 

Colonel Srrarn. I would say that the answer to that lies partly in 
the 8 million men who were in the Army during the World War and 
in the fact that there are 150,000 members at present, which is nearly 
double the number of persons engaged in this program after the end 
of World War II. In other words, the promotion of rifle practice 
prior to World War II was an activity engaged in by smaller num- 
bers only of people particularly interested in rifle marksmanship. 
During those years prior to World War II Congress appropriated con- 
siderable sums prior to and up to 1940 for national matches. 


AMMUNITION 






Senator McCarrny. May I interrupt a moment. 
About how many rounds of ammunition would be used up in the 
next fiscal year if we make this appropriation ? 


94846—52—-—-62 
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Colonel Srrar. If the appropriation of $130,000 is restored there 
is no provision in that appropriation for the purchase of any ammu- 
nition. Up until just recently the Ordnance Corps was able to fur- 
nish caliber .30 ammunition for this activity without charge against 
our funds. That was because a considerable stock remained on hand 
following World WarITI. With the advent of the operations in Korea, 
the needs of the active Army have reduced that stock so that now there 
is no ammunition for the Ordnance Corps to give us. Therefore 
ammunition for this activity will have to be provided by purchases by 
the clubs or by their own manufacture. 

Many thousands of these individuals do what is called hand loading. 
They are able to purchase components through the Ordnance Corps. 
We ‘will not be able to furnish the ammunition under this appro- 
priation, although funds had been asked in the original budget request, 
approved by the Army,.approved by the Department of Defense, and 
deleted by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator McCarruy. We heard one of the witnesses testify the other 
day that we were getting close to the point of having to ration ammuni- 
tion in Korea, something to that effect. The question is, how much 
will our over-all attempt to build up a backlog of ammunition be 
affected by this program if you have 150,000 marksmen practicing ? 

General Reever. The .30 caliber is not in bad shape, sir. 

Colonel Strar. We use 5 and 6 million caliber rounds a year. 

Senator McCarriry. That would not enter into consideration. 

General Rreper. That need not enter into consideration. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, I do not think we want to waste any 
time debating it, so I will ask for some specific facts. Please tell us 
how many men are in the Army now who got any training under this 
rifle association. Please tell us how many were in the Army during 
World War IT who had any training under this item. And give us 
some specific facts, if you can, to indicate on what you base the opinion 
that this training will provide any marksmen for the armed services. 
If you get those in here, we will get that in the record and doubtless 
we will hear some more about it. 

Thank you, Colonel. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

No ficures are available as to the number of men in the Army at present who 
received any marksmanship training under the program for the promotion of 
markmanship practice in civilian rifle clubs; however, records of the National 
Rifle Association show that a 78,295 members of senior civilian rifle clubs in 
December 1941, over 43,009, or 55 percent of this membership, served in one of 
the armed services Curing World War II. These records show further that over 
158,000 men in approximately 1,200 communities were given preinduction marks- 
manship training by civilian instructors; that 150 military and naval detach- 
ments, units from other Federal agencies, and war plant guard detachments were 
a marksmanship training on civilian ranges; that large numbers of men in 
the Navy, the Army service forces, the Air Force, the Marine Corps, and the 
Coast Guard were trained in marksmanship under the direct supervision of 
men trained through this program and commissioned to conduct marksman- 
ship training. 

It is neasonable to assume that the 2 percent with previous training among 
the 8,000,000 men drafted into the Army during World War II had acquired 
their marksmanship training under the programs outlined above. In view of 
the fact that constantly increasing numbers of civilians are being enrolled in 
both senior and junior rifle clubs under this program, it is likewise reasonable 
to assume that the program will produce increasingly greater numbers of previ- 
ously trained marksmen for entry into the armed services. 
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(The following reclama and justification was supplied :) 
PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE, ARMY 


(P. 15, line 2, bill as reported by House committee,, bill dated April 10, 1952) 
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(House hearings, p. 1440°) 
The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 





NATIONAL BOARD FOR THE PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE, ARMY 





: For necessary expenses of construction, equipment, and maintenance of rifle 
, ranges, the instruction of citizens in marksmanship, and promotion of rifle 
E practice, in accordance with the act of August 29, 1916 (39 Stat. 643), and 
the provisions of law contained in 10 United States Code 1184-1185 and 32 
United States Code 181-186, including travel of rifle teams, military personnel, 
and individuals attending regional, national, and international competitions, 
are not to exceed $18,000 for incidental expenses of the National Board, $150,000 : 
Provided, That travel expenses of civilian members of the National Board shall 
be paid in accordance with the Standardized Government Travel Regulations, 
as amended. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 






The proposed amendment would have the following effect : 


Will permit the continuance of the promotion of rifle practice among 3,400 
FE civilian rifle clubs and 50 schools, with a total membership of over 150,000, 
as authorized in the act of June 7, 1924 (45 Stat. 510) which provides that 


the Secretary of the Army shall authorize and provide for: 

The instruction of able-bodied citizens of the United States in marksmanship; 
promotion of practice in the use of rifled arms, the maintenance and manage- 
ment of matches or competitions in the use of such arms, and the issuance in 
connection therewith of the necessary arms, ammunition, targets, and other 
necessury supplies and appliances, and the award to competitors of trophies, 
prizes, badges, and other insignia. 

Sale to members of the National Rifle Association at cost to the Government, 
and issue to clubs organized for practice with rifled arms under the direction 
of the National Board for the promotion of rifle practice, of arms, ammunition, 
targets, and other supplies and appliances necessary for target practice. 


JUSTIFICATION 





To continue the program for the promotion of rifle practice among able- 
5 bodied citizens as authorized in the act of June 7, 1924, and to prevent: 

5 The discontinuance of marksmanship practice by civilian rifle clubs previously 
a given Government aid. 

The return of Government equipment to ordnance arsenals. 

Financial loss to many clubs due to expenditures for bonds, the leasing or 
renting of range sites, the construction of ranges and other facilities, and the 
expense of returning ordnance equipment to arsenals. 

The discontinuance of the sale of ammunition, targets, and other supplies for 
rifle practice to civilians by ordnance arsenals. 

The unfavorable reaction to the discontinuance of this program authorized in 
the National Defense Act and subsequent acts of Congress and supported by 
appropriations since 1903. 


1 Item was deleted by House committee and did not appear in bill. 
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ARMY STOCK FUND 


General Decker. The next item is the “Army stock fund.” 

The entire request for the Army stock fund for fiscal year 1953. 
was eliminated by House action. Of this amount, a $260 million 
reduction had been recommended by the House Appropriations Com- 
mittee on the basis that the fiscal year 1953 estimate as contained in 
the President’s budget anticipated building up the mobilization reserve 
of certain clothing and equipage items to a higher percentage of total 
requirements than was deemed necessary by the committee and that 
the requirement was in excess of the reserve requested for certain more 
important items with a longer lead time. This $260 million reduction 
is accepted by the Army. Restoration is requested, however, of the 
reduction of $140 million which was made by the House in addition to 
the cut recommended by the Appropriations Committee. Forty mil- 
lion dollars of this amount is needed to provide for augmenting the 
stocks of the Department of Defense duck and webbing pool and $100 
million is needed to further implement the acquisition of mobilization 
reserve requirements of clothing and equipage items. 

With regard to duck and webbing items, the establishment of a 
pool-type operation is considered to be a necessity in time of war, 
since the normal industrial production rate is geared to civilian and 
normal peacetime military requirements and the industry is not capa- 
ble of rapid expansion. The objectives of the pool provide, therefore, 
for establishing balanced stocks adequate to meet all military require- 
ments for an average 6-month period after mobilization, for establish- 
ing an organization capable of rapid expansion on mobilization to a 
full wartime operation, and for supplying all current requirements for 
direct consumption or for supply to contractors as Government-fur- 
nished property to be fabricated into end items.. Supply of such cur- 
rent requirements is, of course, on a reimbursable basis. 

The $100 million restoration requested for items of clothing and 
equipage is to permit acquiring additional items against waa require- 
ments; this sum, together with funds already provided, will give us 
about 50 percent of what we will need in the event of mobilization. 
Without these stocks our efforts to mobilize will be seriously affected. 

Senator O’Manoney. Now, the committee says: 

The committee recommendation will permit a somewhat smaller but adequate 
mobilization reserve. 

Do you deny that it is adequate? 

General Decker. We will accept the action of the House committee 
in cutting out the $260,000,000. We feel that the $140,000,000 should 
be restored. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator O’Manonry. Bearing in mind that the committee is seek- 
ing every possible means to squeeze a dollar out of this appropriation, 
do you want the committee to understand that in your opinion it would 
be unsafe to go below the percentage of the reserve which would be 
covered by the House bill? Would it be unsafe, actually ? 

General Decker. It would prevent us from clothing and equipping 
the soldiers that we would have to call in the Army in the event of all- 
out mobilization. That is one of the first things that must be done. 
You can wait on delivery in the case of some major items because a 
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soldier has a period of training which he must undergo before he is 
in a position to use those major items, but his clothing and individual 
items of that type must be given to him immediately. That is why 
we feel that the 50 percent is an urgent requirement. 

Senator O’Manonry. The restoration of $140,000,000 is an urgent 
request in your opinion ? 

eneral Decker. We feel so; yes. 
(The reclama and justification follows :) 


Army Stock FUND 
(P. 15, line 13, bill as reported by the House committee April 3, 1952) 





Pe RO I iid, baci ceeitheskssdietiosalithinmninb tases ecabstoctin ra minominomem nen einaan 0 
a cseetdiineapimeetta $400, 000, 000 
Be CUI Ce acta nice salbipeersictemepeceeatics 140, 000, 000 
acon sinialantiomgaliiail 0 


(House hearings, p. 1427) 
The Department of the Army requests the following amendment: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 





Page 15, lines 13-19, restore the language to read as follow (this language 
was deleted by the Bonner amendment) : 


“ARMY STOCK FUND 





“For additional working capital for the Army stock fund, established pursuant 
to section 405 of the National Security Act, as amended (5 U.S. C. 172), $140,- 
000,000: Provided, That stocks procured with funds appropriated for clothing 
and equipage during fiscal year 1952 may be transferred to said fund.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 





The proposed amendment would have the following effect : 
Restore the $140,000,000 reduction made on the House floor______ $140, 000, 000 
Authorize mobilization reserves bought in fiscal year 1952 to be 
OR TCIGs. UO: Wet DOOR FI kk jet ese cin ces 


aba ile dps ito tnan Sep Saiealen ot nw p ey ects np abitantiice inspeel 140, 000, 000 


HOUSE REPORT 










The committee recommends $140,000,000 for this item, a reduction of $260,- 
000,000 from the amount requested. The fund is a revolving fund used to 
finance the stockpile of clothing, equipage, and administrative supplies and 
equipment. The 1953 estimate anticipated building up the mobilization reserve 
to a higher percentage of total requirements than is deemed necessary and 
was in excess of the reserve requested for certain more important items with 
longer lead time. It was also noted that over $227,000,000 of the appropriation 
would merely increase the cash balance of the fund in the Treasury. The com- 
mittee recommendation will permit a somewhat smaller but adequate mobiliza- 
tion reserve. 










HOUSE FLOOR 
(See pp. 3912 to 3915 of Congressional Record, dated April 9, 1952) 


JUSTIFICATION OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT 





Funds requested in the stock fund budget in the amount of $140,000,000 are 
required for the following : 

(a) $40,000,000 to augment stocks of Department of Defense duck and web- 
bing pool. These funds are required to procure necessary stocks of duck and 
— to accomplish the objectives of the duck and webbing pool which are as 
ollows: 
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(1) To establish a balanced stock of duck and webbing adequate to meet all 
military requirements for an average 6-month period after mobilization. 

(2) To establish an organization for the supply of duck and webbing capable 
of being expanded rapidly to a full wartime operation immediately upon mobili- 
zation. 

(3) To supply from pool stocks on a reimbursement basis all current require- 
ments of the military departments for direct consumption or supply as Govern- 
ment-furnished porperty to contractors for fabrication into end items, 

The elimination of these funds from the budget will defer, until such time as 
funds are made available, the complete accomplishment of these objectives. The 
establishment of a pool type operation for the supply of military requirements of 
duck and webbing is considered a necessity in time of war because the normal 
industrial production rate of duck and webbing is geared to civilian and normal 
peacetime military requirements. Further, the industry is not capable of rapid 
expansion, and in time of high military requirements, the supply of duck and 
webbing becomes extremely critical. In view of this fact and the necessity to lay 
the foundations of such a poo! operation during peacetime, reclama is made for 
restoration of these funds. 

(b) $100,000,009 have been requested to further implement the mobilization 
reserve requirements of clothing and equipage items. The restoration of these 
funds will mean that only approximately 50 percent of the mobilization require- 
ments of these items will be available in event of mobilization, including assets 
acquired from prior years’ funds. In view of the immediate need of such items 
(clothing in particular) in event of a mobilization and the inability to obtain such 
items during the early stages of mobilization, it is considered essential that 
stocks be procured to cover this mobilization requirement. 

It should be clearly understood that the mobilization reserves for which funds 
are being requested are equal only to the anticipated production shortages of the 
items involved in the early stages of mobilization rather than the total require- 
ments of the items during this period. Therefore, these mobilization reserves are 
considered the minimum essential quantities necessary to have on hand to 
supply clothing and equipage in event of mobilization. 

In view of these facts, reclama is submitted for restoration of $140,000,000 in 
the stock fund budget. 

Authorization to transfer to the stock fund the mobilization reserves bought 
in fiscal year 1952 will permit better management by the Army and _ better 
control by the Congress of the Army’s total stocks of clothing and equipage. A 
very important advantage of the stock fund is that once stocks are placed in the 
fund they can only be with¢rawn for consumption to the extent that Congress 
has provided funds for consumption for the current year. Because stocks with- 
drawn from the stock fund for current use must be paid for from current anpro- 
priations, the stock fund procedure assures not only the Departinent of Defense 
but also the Congress that clothing and equipage reserves will remain on hand 
until the occasion arises when their use will be required and authorized, 


LIMITATION ON COST OF EDUCATION OF DEPENDENTS 


Senator O’Manoney. All right, what is the next ? 

General Decker. That concludes the money items, sir, but I would 
like to discuss some of the language provisions in the bill. 

The next item, sir, is the “Limitation on cost of education of de- 
pendents.” 

Senator O°Manonery. Suppose you insert that in the record. We 
already have some testimony about it and it probably will be presented 
by the Department of Defense. So that will avoid repetition. 

General Decker. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


LIMITATION ON COST OF EDUCATION OF DEPENDENTS 


By section 616 of H. R. 7391 the use of appropriated funds to pay for expenses 
of primary and secondary schooling for dependents of Army and Air Force 
military and civilian personnel stationed in foreign countries or residing on 
military installations is limited to an average of $200 per student. Investigation 
has shown that a minimum of $250 per student is required to provide the de- 
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pendents affected by this restriction with educational opportunities comparable 
to those afforded by Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, to the children of 
citizens residing in the United States. The average cost per student authorized 
during the current fiscal year is $250, and it is anticipated that costs during fiscal 
vear 1953 will increase, due to the necessity to finance certain costs which were 
previously borne by the local economy in occupied areas. In order to insure 
un adequate education for the dependents affected, therefore, it is requested 
that the limitation be raised to an average of $250 per pupil. Otherwise, ad- 
ditional tuition charges must be levied on the parents of these dependent 
children and they will, in effect, be undergoing a reduction in pay. 


TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SECTION 616 
(Page 40, line 4. Bill as reported April 10, 1952) 
(House hearings, pp. 441-452, pt. 1, Army) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Page 40, line 21, strike out “$200” and insert in lieu thereof “$250.” 
EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The proposed amendment would permit the Department of Defense to have 
the essential average cost per pupil of $250 to carry out the provisions of Public 
Law 874, Eighty-first Congress. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, established congressional policy to pro- 
vide free public education, without tuition, to dependent children of military and 
civilian personnel of the Department of Defense. The limitation of $200 per 
student would vitiate this expressed policy. 

The average cost of $250 per student requested for fiscal year 1953 is the 
same as the average authorized to be paid out of appropriated funds during 
fiscal year 1952. Authorization of the average of $250 per student was approved 
by the Secretary of Defense after he personally looked into the cost of depend- 
ent education and after he had an exhaustive analysis made te determine the 
minimum average cost on a world-wide basis. Careful estimates show that 
$250 per student is the minimum required to provide Defense Department de- 
pendents overseas, both civilian and military, with educational opportunities 
comparable to those afforded the children of citizens residing in the United 
States. It is anticipated that costs of operating schools overseas will increase 
since it will be necessary to absorb some costs which previously were absorbed 
by the local economy in oecupied areas. 

Nonappropriated funds are intended for use on recreational programs which 
will benefit all military personnel. Their use for an educational subsidy to bene- 
fit those military personnel with children would clearly be discriminatory. Fur- 
ther, nonappropriated funds are being reduced since certain main sources of 
these funds have been lost. 

To deny free education for dependents of civilian and military personnel is 
completely contrary to democratic principles of our Government. Further, a re- 
duction below the essential minimum of $250 per pupil will make it necessary to 
levy additional tuition charges upon parents overseas which would, in effect, con- 
stitute a reduction in pay for personnel who are assigned overseas and who 
have dependent children with them. 

The limiting provisions of this section are not applicable to the Navy. There- 
fore, dependents of Navy personnel could receive greater allowances than the 
dependents of Army or Air Force personnel who are attending the same school. 
This situation leaves the Secretary of Defense, in the interest of equity, np 
alternative but to administratively reduce the allowances for dependent educia- 
tion to the lowest common denominator. 

The morale of our Armed Forces is considered of paramount importance. An 
important contributing factor is the assurance of adequate education for their 
children. Restoration of funds to permit a minimum average of $250 per stu- 
dent is strongly recommended, 
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TRANSPORTATION OF HOUSEHOLD GOODS OF MILITARY AND CIVILIAN 
PERSONNEL 


General Decker. The next deals with the “transportation of House- 
hold goods of military and civilian personnel.” 

Senator O’Manoney. The same is true of that. That is the limi- 
tation to 7,000 pounds. 

General Decker. Yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. We had a presentation from the Air Force 
on that. You may file yours and if the Department wants to add 
anything more, we will insert that. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


TRANSPORTATION OF HOUSEHOLD GOODS oF MIMITARY AND CIVILIAN PERSONNEL 


An amendment, section 632, was adopted on the floor of the House which 
limited to 7,000 pounds of uncrated, or 8,000 pounds of crated, the household 
goods and personal effects of military and civilian personnel of the Department 
of Defense which can be transported, packed, crated, temporarily stored, un- 
packed, ete., at Government expense. This amendment appears to have been 
adopted on the basis of the following information which appears on page 3703 
of the Congressional Record of April 7, 1952: 

“A General and General of the Army is allowed 24,000 pounds when he trans- 
fers from one post to another. A lieutenant general is allowed 18,000 pounds in 
luggage and in baggage and furniture when he transfers, and so on down the 
line, until you get to a noncommissioned officer who is allowed 3,000 pounds when 
he transfers his post. Yet the Ambassador to the Court of St. James’s, the Am- 
bassador to France, the Ambassador to Rome, or to any other post is only al- 
lowed 7,000 pounds for his baggage, household effects, and other things when 
he transfers from post to post.” 

This information appears to be erroneous since the weight allowances for ship- 
ping household effects of members of the Foreign Service of the State Depart- 
ment, with families, vary from 11,400 pounds for personnel with salaries of less 
than $3,300 to 24,000 pounds for personnel with salaries of $10,000 or over. Hence, 
the allowance of the higher grades in the Foreign Service would appear to be 
24,000 pounds, comparable to the highest range in the Armed Forces. The scale 
of other Foreign Service officers appears more generous than that currently 
allowed comparable military personnel by Joint Travel Regulations. For ex- 
ample, the lowest salaried personnel in the Foreign Service receive allowances 
equivalent to those for a colonel. Another apparent intent of the amendment was 
to place the weight allowances for shipment of the household goods of military 
personnel on the same basis as that now provided by law for civilian employees 
of the Government. In view of the frequent, involuntary changes of station of 
military personnel as compared to the few, and generally voluntary and tempor- 
ary, station changes made by civilian employees, such comparison is not equit- 
able. Furthermore the limitation would discriminate generally against older 
personnel and those with larger families. Existing pay scales of military person- 
nel were based on the assumption that the Government would defray moving costs 
in accordance with the Joint Travel Regulations, which apply equally to the 
seven uniformed services. Department of Defense personnel would suffer an- 
other pay reduction as a result of the amendment. It is urged, therefore, that 
this restriction be removed, particularly since permanent legislation on this 
subject is now under consideration in H. R. 7468. 
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TiITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SECTION 632 
(P. 49, after line 21, as reported April 10, 1952) 
(Department of Defense hearings, pt. 2, pp. 157, 158) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 






Page 49, after line 6, delete the new section reading as follows: 

“No part of any appropriation contained in this Act shall be available for 
expense of transportation, packing, crating, temporary storage, drayage, and 
unpacking of household goods and personal effects in excess of seven thousand 
pounds of uncrated or eight thousand pounds if crated or the equivalent when 
transportation charges are based on cubic measurement.” 
















STATEMENT MADE ON FLOOR OF THE HOUSE 






Page 3703 of the Congressional Record of April 7, 1952: 

“A general and general of the Army is allowed 24,000 pounds when he transfers 
from one post to another. A lieutenant general is allowed 18,000 pounds in 
luggage and in baggage and furniture when he transfers, and so on down the 
line, until you get to a noncommissioned officer who is allowed 3,000 pounds when 
he transfers his post. Yet the Ambassador to the Court of St. James’s, the 
Ambassador to France, the Ambassador to Rome, or to any other post is only 
allowed 7,000 pounds for his baggage, household effects, and other things when 
he transfers from post to post.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 










To delete an amendment adopted on the floor of the House in order to permit 
transportation of household goods of military and civilian personnel of the 
Department of Defense to continue on the present basis. 


JUSTIFICATION 






The amendment adopted on the floor of the House appears to have been ac- 
cepted on the basis of erroneous advice. Weight allowances for shipping house- 
hold effects of members of the Foreign Service of the State Department with 
families vary from 11,400 pounds for personnel with salaries less than $3,300 to 
24,000 pounds for personnel with salaries of $10,000 or over. Hence the allow- 
ance of the higher grades in the Foreign Service would appear to be 24,000 
pounds comparable to the highest rank in the Armed Forces. The scale of 
other Foreign Service officers appears more generous than that currently al- 
lowed comparable military personnel by Joint Travel Regulations; for example, 
the lowest salaried personnel in the Foreign Service receive allowances equiva- 
lent to those for a colonel. 

The purpose of section 632 was apparently intended to place weight allow- 
ances for shipments of household goods on military personnel on the same basis 
as now provided by law for civilian employees of the Government. Any effort 
to place military and civilian employees on the same basis is founded on the 
false premise of comparing entirely different situations. The average civilian 
employee makes very few, if any, moves during his period of Government serv- 
ice, and those he makes are voluntary and generally of a temporary nature, since 
he maintains a permanent abode. Military personnel, on the other hand, are 
ordered to make involuntary permanent changes of station frequently, because 
cf the nature of their duties. 

Weight allowances for military personnel were developed after considerable 
study and analysis by the services and are published in Joint Travel Regula- 
tions which apply equally to the seven uniformed services. They are believed to 
be equitable and just and are graduated so that the older personnel who gen- 
erally have the larger families have the greater allowances. 

The proposed limitation would discriminate generally against older personnel 
and those with large families since these two groups can be expected to have 
accumulated a larger amount of household effects. Further, quarters and rental 
properties are not generally furnished with appliances such as washing ma- 
chines and other heavy items which add materially to the over-all weight. As 
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a result of this restriction personnel will be forced to move essential household 
effects at their own expense, dispose of them by forced sale at time of move, or 
store them. 

The pay scales established by the Career Compensation Act were based on the 
assumption that the Government would defray moving costs in accordance 
with Joint Travel Regulations mentioned above. Therefore, to require person- 
ned to use personal funds for moving would in effect amount to a pay reduction 
for the uniformed personnel of the Department of Defense but Would not affect 
the other uniformed services, the Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic Survey, 
and Public Health Service, which have allowances comparable to the military 
services, 

Many Reserve and National Guard officers ordered to active dutv trans- 
ported their household effects to their duty stations. This was necessary be- 
cause generally they had to occupy unfurnished housing. To require them to 
use their personal funds to defray any part of moving costs when they are re- 
turned to inactive status would be breaking faith with them and adding to 
the financial burden which was imposed upon them as a result of their being 
ordered to active duty. 

The proposal discriminates against civilian personnel in the Department of 
Defense who are serving or expect to serve in overseas areas since the weight 
allowances would be less than those of civilians employed by other Government 
agencies. Since civilians serve overseas on a voluntary basis this restriction may 
act as a deterrent in the procurement of qualified volunteers for overseas assign- 
ment. 

Movements to overseas areas require special packing and crating which 
amounts to approximately 45 percent of the gross weight. Based upon the 
proposed limit of 8,000 pounds this would permit the shipment of only 4,800 
pounds at Government expense. 

In addition to being discriminatory, this provision would be detrimental to 
the morale of civilian and military personne] alike. 

The apparent objective of this provision is more properly one for permanent 
legislation, and proposed permanent legislation is now pending in H. R. 7468. 


STATE DEPARTMENT ALLOWANCES FOR TRANSPORTATION OF GOODS 


Senator O’Manonry. We have a tabulation here from Senator 
Saltonstall which shows the State Department allowance for foreign 
service officers, household goods, shipment on change of station. It 
is really something pretty large, 24,000 pounds for all persons in the 
salary bracket of $10,000 and over. Let us put that in the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Stave Department allowances for Foreign Service officers’ household goods on change of 


station 
Salary bracket Family No family 
$10,000 and over _...| 24,000 pounds -..-..-.-| 19,000 pounds. 
2,400 cubie feet _-- ......-| 1,960 eubie feet. 
$6,600 to $9,999. __- 5 » sna} ORS es 65558. s - 2800 15,500 pounds. 
2,080 cubic feet... | 1,600 cubic feet. 
$4,500 to $6,599 ee 4 _| 16,500 pounds. ___- _...| 12,000 pounds. 
1,720 cubic feet _.............| 1,820 cubic feet. 
$3,300 to $4,499 ; ; : : ....} 18,000 pounds. -. , ‘ 8,500 pounds. 
1,360 cubie feet _- 1,040 eubic feet. 
Below $3,300____- ‘ 11,400 pounds. -_._..-.-- | 6,720 pounds. 
1,240 cubic feet _._.........._| 960 eubic feet. 


Norte. There is a double limitation: one on total pounds and the other on cubic feet of shipping space. 


PERCENTAGE LIMITATION OF OFFICER GRADE 


General Decker. Yet the cut was made on the erroneous assumption 
that personnel of the State Department got only 7,000 pounds. Ob- 
viously somebody had incorrect information. 
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That applies to all three services. If you would like to have the 
Army discuss it, we are prepared to do that. 

By section 635 of H. R. 7391 a percentage limitation was imposed 
on all commissioned-oflicer grades of the services except the two lowest. 
This restriction, to be effective during the last quarter of the fiscal 
year, is a serious detriment to sound, long. range personnel planning. 
Tt was apparently based on a comparison of the officer strengths re- 
quested for the budget year by the services with the number of officer 
required when the Ar med Forces were at a peak during World War II. 
No analysis appears to have been made of the effect of changing con- 
ditions since that time and the present. The only practi able w ay the 
need for Army officers in specific grades can be determined is to 
analyze the job to be done by the Army in its various component units 
and activities. 

The total need for any particular time period becomes, then, the 
summation of the needs of the individual activities, and the distribu- 
tion by grade is not constant but will vary according to the number and 
type of the separate activities included in the total. Good personnel 
management cannot be achieved if service programs must be prepared 
within fixed limits on officer grades, limits which have no relation to 
the job to be done. The services have, furthermore, well-established 
promotion sytems which have evolved through years of operating 
experience. ‘These systems contain well-defined criteria for determin- 
ing eligibility for promotion for each grade. Limitation of the 
opportunity for advancement will not make volunteer service attrac- 
tive to the Reserve officers, who constitute 85 percent of our officer 
corps, and it will have a detrimental effect on the morale, initiative, 
and aggressiveness of our younger officers. The Department of the 
Army strongly urges that section 635 be deleted. 

General McFayden is here, sir, and can discuss this provision further 
if you so desire. 

Senator O’Manonry. General MeFadyen, do you know what the 
cost of the present system is, and how that cost will be affected by the 
present amendment ? 


DECREASE IN OFFICERS BY GRADE 


General McFapyen. I cannot tell you specifically in dollars. I can 
have that inserted in the record. I can tell you numberswise what the 
proposed budget carries by grades and what the Davis amendment 
contemplates in my opinion. 

In the grade of captain, for example, using the amendment figures 
as we saw them last, and I have to call attention to one thing that has 
appeared in the printed documents the last time IT saw them, it was 
intended that the captains would be increased by 96, majors decreased 
by 141, lieutenant colonels by 550, colonels by 203, brigadier generals 
would remain the same, major generals decreased by 9 rand lieutenant 
generals decreased by 3, noc hange in generals or generals of the Army. 

Now, it was either the second or third modification of the amend- 
ment from which these figures were utilized by the Army. As you see, 
they did not hit us so severely at that particular time, although the 
first proposal to this amendment would have required a tremendous 
reduction program. There was a serious decrease in the grades au- 
thorized for the officers, although not a total decrease in numbers. 
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However, in attempting to give the services a length of time to get 
down to the particular limitations prescribed by the amendment, the 
language of the bill read, 

The allowance for commissioned-officer personnel in excess of percentage of 
total average military personnel, during such quarter of the fiscal year. 

In other words, the percentage would apply to the last quarter of 
the ensuing fiscal year. That immediately changed the picture com- 
pletely. In my opinion perhaps based on previous conversation with 
the G—1 officers, it was designed to assist us In giving us a longer period 
of time. However, it was not understood, as we ourselves at that time 
did not completely understand, what our average strength for the last 
quarter of the year would be. 


EFFECT OF LANGUAGE 


Now, applying the wording here, “The average strength of the last 
quarter,” and applying the percentage to them, we find that rather 
than increasing the number of captains by 96 we would decrease the 
number of captains by 1,100. We would decrease the number of ma- 
jors instead of 141, to 744. That is a decrease to 744. Lieutenant 
colonels would decrease from 550 to 992, and colonels from 203 to 377, 
which is a tremendous decrease. Therefore, we in the Army recom- 
mend, in order of priority, that the section be stricken, but if the com- 
mittee feels that it does have to put a limitation on at this time, rather 
than in the officer personnel act, that the phrasing of the line—and I 
am using the copy dated April 10—the phrasing in line 23 be changed 
as follows: 

AMENDMENT REQUESTED 


Take the comma out following the word “personnel” and eliminate 
the word “quarter.” 

Senator O’Manoney. Eliminate what word ? 

General McF apyen. The word “quarter.” 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes; during such fiscal year 

General McFapyen. Yes; during such fiscal year. The intent 
would be that this would apply to the average strength of the fiscal 
year rather than to the strength of the last quarter. 

Another factor is that not knowing what the strength of the last 
quarter would be until af‘er we had finished the last quarter, we could 
conceivably go above that unwittingly. Therefore, we would have 
to have a safety factor in it. 





PREVENTION OF EXCESSIVE PROMOTIONS 


Senator O’Manonry. It is evident from the statements of Con- 
gressman Davis on the floor of the House that he believes that there 
are excessive promotions throughout the service but at the same time 
he made it clear that he did not want to cause any demotions. He 
said on page 3941: 


Let me say that I had no intention of causing widespread demotions of officers 
at any time. I did not believe such demotions would be necessary to conform 
to the previous drafts of this amendment and I think the House should know 
that the increased complements provided in this amendment are to a large 
extent necessary because of the large number of promotions which have been 
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made or have been committed between October 31, 1951, and June 30, 1953. 
I simply had no conception of the number of such promotions until I obtained 
additional information on them from the Pentagon yesterday. Obviously these 
promotions cannot be reached by the terms of this amendment. 


Later on he said: 


With the shrinking total Army personnel in the next fiscal year promotion 
plans are to create a net increase in the neighborhood of 300 colonels and 900 
lieutenant colonels. 

Now, that I think is the heart of the problem. Are you planning to 
make more promotions than are necessary in the light of the proposed 
strength ? 

General McFapyen. Definitely not, sir. 

Senator O’Manonery. What is your standard by which that can be 
demonstrated ¢ 

General McFapyen. The standard as expressed by General Decker 
just then. It is the specific mission of the specific job to be accom- 
plished that determines the number of officers in each grade required 
and not just arbitrary rule of thumb percentages. 


NUMBER OF OFFICERS BY RANK 


Senator O’Manonry. Have you seen the table on page 178 of the 
House hearing: “Comparison of the number of commissioned officers 
in each rank” ¢ 

General McFapyen. Yes, sir. I am familiar with those figures. 

Senator O’Mauonry. Is that table correct ? 

General McFapyen. The column headed “June 30, 1953,” is corre- 
sponds to the budget. “Planned strength estimated” is substantially 
correct. It tallies with the figures that I have here, sir. 

Senator O’Manonery. Well, we will insert that table in the record 
this morning. 

General McFapyen. Yes, sir. 

(The table referred to follows :) 
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REDUCTION OF GRADES ON AVERAGE BASIS 


Senator O’Manonry. What will be the effect on that table of this 
amendment ¢ 

General McFapyen. The effect on that table of this amendment 
will be what I read, sir. It will decrease the grades as I read them 
in the record a few minutes ago. 

Senator O’Manoney. You want the committee to understand that 
that would not be in the interest of the service / 

General McFapyen. That is correct, sir. I read the figures two 
different ways, sir. I read them first applied to the average strength 
over the vear and then I read the figures the second time applied to 
the average strength of the last quarter of the ensuing fiscal year and 
pointed out that the latter is a much greater reduction than we had 
understood from the original discussion. 

Senator O’Manoney. But if the reduction were made upon the basis 
of the average number throughout the year, it would not be so serious / 

General McF’apyren. That is correct, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. The elimination of the word “quarter” would 
probably settle the matter satisfactorily. 

General McFapyen. Yes, sir; if the amendment must be retained. 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you very much, General. 

(The reclama and justification follow :) 


TitLe VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(P. 50, line 19, and page 51, lines 1-2, of H, R. 7391, April 10, 1952) 
(House hearings, Air Force, pp. 30-34, 83-85, and 101-104) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of Defense requests the following amendment: 
Page 50, lines 22-23, and page 51, lines 1-2, strike out all of section 635 as 
approved by the House. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The effect of this amendment would be to permit the military departments 
to proceed under the military personnel programs upon which the 1953 budget 
was based. These personnel programs had been approved by the Secretary of 
Defense, Bureau of the Budget, National Security Council, and the President. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Department of Defense is opposed to the fixed percentage limitation on 
officer grades in this section because, if enacted, they would serve as a deterrent 
to effectiveness, would be damaging to morale, and would compromise the 
efforts of the armed services to reach the desired state of military readiness. 

This restriction modifies provisions for promotion and retirement developed 
over a long period of time and embodied in law after much study by the Congress. 
The promotion provisions are but one of the many phases of the military person- 
nel programs of the services. However, they are the major elements of a 
blueprint to maintain a vigorous, alert, and thoroughly capable officer corps. 

While the officer ratios set forth in this section have been revised to avoid 
the demotion of ofiicers, it reduces the number of officers requested by the 
services at a time when they are seeking to incrase our military strength and 
during a time of uncertain but ever-present danger. It will result in a stagna- 
tion of promotions during fiscal 1958 and will have serious repercussions on the 
long-range personnel plans for the years to come. <A reasonable flow of promo- 
tion is vital. A young man of promise, when he enters the military service, 
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should be assured that unusual ability and devotion to duty will bring to him a 
recognized position of dignity and responsibility in his profession. The effect 
of stagnating promotions on the morale, initiative, and agressiveness of our 
young officers cannot be measured in dollars and cents but it will be great. 

In this connection, the Secretary of Defense, General Marshall, stated on 
September 10, 1951, that— 

“IT have always fought for a promotion system which would create incentive in 
younger officers, increase the morale of younger officers, and provide recognition 
promotions for outstanding services. I think the present Officer Personnel Act, if 
wisely applied, will accomplish these things.” 

This observation was made during this present emergency and he further 
stated: 

“Only by continued induction into the senior ranks of younger, well-qualified 
officers (and I refer most specifically to temporary grades of brigadier and major 
general) can (we) proyide the continuity and the life spark required for vitaliza- 
tion * * *. In any event I deplore any premature action which will place a 
stultifying effect on the promotion system in the Army, particularly as it refers tu 
our younger, more virile officers.” 

The services have well-established promotion systems which have evolved 
through years of operating experience. They are not identical because they are 
designed to fit the needs of the particular service and are based on different laws. 
These systems have well-defined criteria for determining eligibility for promotion 
for each grade. Today, a major in the Army serves almost 7 years before promo- 
tion to lieutenant colonel, and a lieutenant commander in the Navy also serves 
about 7 years before promotion to commander. Time in grade is greater in the 
higher grades. This section will increase the average time in grade. AS an ex- 
ample, if continued, the last of the present lieutenant commanders in the Navy 
would have about 10 years in grade and 20 years total service when promoted to 
commander. 

The problems created by the need to recall involuntarily many Reserve officers 
with World War II service to meet service needs are well known. Officer pro- 
grams today are based on using every practicable measure to hold future involun- 
tary recalls to an absolute minimum. The services are trying to meet their officer 
needs by inducing Reserve officers to remain on active duty or to volunteer for 
active duty. It is obvious, however, that to limit opportunity for advancement 
will not make volunteer service attractive to the Reserve officer. Today, three 
out of every four officers in the active forces are officers of the Reserve com- 
ponents. In the Army and in the Air Force the ratio of Reserve officers is higher, 
about 85 percent. 

The lack of opportunity for advancement will induce many who have volun- 
teered to remain on active duty to change their minds. The source of volunteers 
to maintain the forces will disappear with the lack of opportunity. The only 
recourse if we are to maintain the combat effectiveness of the active forces is to 
revert to the involuntary recall of Reserve officers in large numbers, many of 
whom have World War IT experience. In addition to the obvious inequity of this 
procedure, it will also result in increased training costs due to the accelerated 
turn-over. This increased cost and reduction in effectiveness would greatly out- 
weigh any possible savings contemplated by this procedure. 

The percentage limitation on officer grades proposed in this section is based 
on an over-all comparison of the officer strengths requested by the services today 
with the number of officers required at the peak of World War II. This com- 
parison resulted in the conclusion that promotions had been too rapid. The serv- 
ices had no opportunity to present detailed testimony on this specific subject 
in reply to the generalizations deduced from the over-all comparison. 

Although but 7 years have elapsed since VE-day, conditions which influence 
the need for officers today have changed almost as radically as in the 23 years 
between World War I and World War II. Not only has the complexity of equip- 
ment increased, but today the services have been assigned new responsibilities 
many of which relate to strengthening our allies. These new responsibilities 
have increased the need for officers, particularly those of the higher grades. 

When the Armed Forces reached their peak in World War II, the major part 
of the military task of building an effective fighting machine and supplying it 
with ships, tanks, and planes had been completed. Full attention could be 
given to the two remaining objectives at hand, both short-range, mopping up in 
Europe and defeating the Japanese in the Pacific. The major issues were clear. 

In contrast, today we are mobilizing, demobilizing, and fighting at the same 
time. This is a situation unparalleled in our Nation’s history. We are building 
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our own military forces to oppose the Communist threat, we are assisting and 
encouraging our allies, and we are working to integrate the military efforts of 
the Western Powers. Some examples of the many responsibilities of the Defense 
Establishment growing out of the present day situation and which require officers 
in senior grades are military representation in the United Nations, Supreme 
Headquarters Allied Forces in Europe, North Atlantic Ocean Regional Planning 
Group, Commander in Chief, Allied Forces Southern Europe, and military ad- 
visory groups in humerous countries. 

Since the Defense Department was established in 1947, great strides have 
been made in knitting the planning and operational efforts of the three military 
departments into a more effective fighting machine. This has created a need for 
more officers, particularly in the senior grades where only the necessary breadth 
of experience and view is found. This investment will pay off in the long run 
because of the increase in the effectiveness of our military effort. 

If the number of officers is determined by an inflexible rule, such as the pro- 
posed ratios, the need for officers outside the service itself must be met at the 
expense of service activities. This reduction would result in a corresponding 
decrease in military training and effectiveness. 

Production planning in the military departments today is geared to a phased 
build-up designed to meet the immediate needs in Korea and to provide a mobili- 
zation reserve With minimum impact on the civilian economy. Operational plan- 
ning must be done on both a world-wide and long-range basis. This situation, 
entirely different from that in World War II, takes more officers, particularly of 
senior grade. As an example, Department of Defense goals call for a doubling 
of hard goods and construction between December 31, 1951, and December 31, 
1952. Expenditures in January 1952 amounted to $3.4 billion, exclusive of mili- 
tary assistance. This rate is expected to increase to $4 billion by June 1952. 

The fixed percentage ratios on officer grades as imposed in this section are a 
serious impairment of sound long-range personnel planning. The need for of- 
ficers in specific grades is determined by an analysis of the job to be done by 
the service in the various component units and activities such as divisions, com- 
bat teams, ships, air groups, training centers, and various headquarters. The 
total number of officers is the summation of all the needs of individual activities. 
The distribution by grade is not constant but varies according to the number 
and type of the separate activities included in the totals. If service programs 
must be prepared within fixed limits on officer grades, which are not related 
to the job to be done, the result will be both overages and shortages in specific 
grades between successive annual programs. This will require special admin- 
istrative provisions to ration shortages and allocate overages to make the best 
use of the total number of officers. Some will serve in positions of respon- 
sibility greater than their current rank, others will serve in positions of re- 
sponsibility less than their rank. This type of program does not provide good 
personnel management. Keeping rank and responsibility in line is no small task 
in any large program involving about 400,000 officers, and it should not be ag- 
gravated by restrictions, such as fixed ratios. 


TRAINING IN ANY LEGAL OR BUSINESS PROFESSION 


General Decker. The next item is “Training in any legal or busi- 
ness profession.” 

Senator O’Manonry. I asked some questions about this yesterday. 

General Decker. Yes, sir; and there has been a statement prepared 
in connection with your questions. 

Senator O’Manonry. We will insert this reclama in the record at 
this point. It will not be necessary to read it. The story will be told 
by the figures in response to my question asked yesterday, I think. 

General Decker. That is correct. It is all included. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


‘TRAINING IN ANY LEGAL OR BUSINESS PROFESSION 


By section 637 of H. R. 7391 the use of appropriated funds to provide for train- 
ing in any legal or business profession, or for the payment of tuition for training 
in such professions, was prohibited. The military departments are today the 
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largest businesses in the world. The personnel responsible for supervising the 
making of contracts and the expenditure of the tremendous amounts of appro- 
priated funds required to operate these departments must have specialized train- 
ing. Such training cannot be economically or effectively accomplished in service 
schools. In order to assure the most effective management of appropriated funds, 
selected officers and civilians must be trained in the best business schools avail- 
able in this country. 

With regard to the need for legal training, the Army and the other services 
rely largely in times of expansion on obtaining legal officers from civilian life. 
However, there is a continuing need in the Army’s legal corps for career of- 
ficers who, through service as commanders of troops, have had first-hand experi- 
ence in the problems of military personnel. These men are needed to comple- 
ment the career legal personnel in the services who constitute the nucleus on 
which expansion can be based. The Army requests that section 637 be deleted. 


(The reclama and justification follow :) 
TiTrLeE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(P. 51, line 16 of H. R. 7391, dated April 10, 1952) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of Defense requests that the following section be deleted : 


“Section 637. None of the funds provided in this act shall be available for 
training in any legal or business profession nor for the payment of tuition for 
training in such professions.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To permit the Department of Defense to continue training of legal or business 
specialists when required in the best interests of the services. 


JUSTIFICATION 


1. The effect of this section would be to eliminate the training of civilian 
and military personnel which is indispensable to the continued efforts of the 
Department of Defense to improve management. 

2. The military departments are committed to management improvement pro- 
grams which were instituted in compliance with Executive Order 10072, July 2%, 
1949, and Public Law 429, Eighty-first Congress. In order to implement these 
programs selected officers and civilians are enrolled in leading universities and 
colleges for the purpose of learning current Management and business prac- 
tices, techniques, and procedures. Passage of this amendment would deprive 
the Department of Defense of the main source of specially qualified personnel 
necessary to assure the effectiveness of these management-improvement programs. 

3. The military departments today are the largest businesses in the world and 
the personnel responsible for supervising the expenditure of the vast funds re- 
quired to operate these departments must have specialized training. The re- 
quirement for this training has particular application to such fields as comp- 
troller, supply, fiscal, accounting and procurement. However, personnel of all 
ranks must be thoroughly aware of the most modern, efficient business methods 
and consequently enough personnel must have specialized training to permeate 
the Military Establishment with sound business practices. This training cannot 
be economically and effectiveiy accomplished in service schools, Therefore it is 
essential that selected officers and civilians be trained in the best business schools 
in the country in order to assure the most efficient utilization of the money 
appropriated by the Congress. 

4. ‘Lhe restriction poses a serious operating problem for the Department in 
the use of the term “business profession.” As such, the term ean be interpreted 
to cover virtually all academic training. The discussion on the floor of the House 
indicates, however, that Congressman Sutton was concerned primarily with 
business-college training for female employees. 

Despite the floor discussion the Department would have no choice except to 
apply the restriction against such type of training offered and determine whether 
such courses involve training for a business profession. There seems no doubt but 
that many of the officer-training courses in civilian institutions, the training of 
selected civilians in such institutions, programs such as the naval ROTC courses 
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and all programs covering administration, accounting, supply, and fiscal ad- 
ministration, office management, work-improvement practices, comptroller train- 
ing, parts of the apprentice-training programs would be seriously curtailed or 
eliminated. 

5. Although, in times of expansion, the military departments rely largely on 
the procurement of legal officers from civilian life, the services should have in 
their legal corps, career officers who have been troop leaders and who know the 
problems of military personnel from first-hand experience. This represents a 
continuing need, however small numerically, and is of basic importance to the 
effectiveness of the legal corps. Further, these men complement the career legal 
personnel in the services who constitute the hard core on which expansion can 
be based. 


TRAINING 





IN CIVILIAN INSTITUTIONS 


General Decker. The statement is rather long. 
Senator O’Manoney I would like to have him summarize it at least. 
Colonel Hoag. 1 am in the training branch of G-3, sir. 

Long-term training in civilian institutions is limited to members 
of the Regular Army, in order to insure that their training will be 
useful to the Army for a considerable period of time. Training is 
voluntary on the part of the individuals concerned, no individual 
being compelled to undergo the training. 

Individuals are selected on the basis of their military experience, 
previous educational background, capability to successfully undergo 
the training, and the anticipated assignment to positions which re- 
quire the special training to be taken. This selection is made by the 
personnel-management supervisors from the various branches of the 
service who are responsible for the assignment of personnel. 

Senator O’Manonry. How many during the year are being assigned 
to such work ¢ 

Colonel Hoac. There are 539 officers undergoing training at the 
present time. Some of them are in the first year of training, some 
in the second year, and a few in the third year. 

Senator O’Manoney. To take an officer out of military duty and 
send him to school deprives the Army or the military service of the 
work of that officer for the whole period of time, or does it? Some 
of this is at day schools to which they go? 

Colonel Hoag. They go on a full-time basis; yes, sir. They will 
go throughout the year rather than go just from September to June. 
If the training requires longer than that period, they will continue 
right on through the summer session. 


LEGAL TRAINING 


Senator O’Manonry. Why would it not be more economical, in the 
case of lawyers, for the Army to take lawyers in private life and 
assign them legal duties of the Army and allow the officers to take 
the military responsibilities for which they were trained at West 
Point or in the Regular Army ? 

Colonel Hoag. Sir, there is one thing about that. 

Military justice is a specialized field of law that requires at least 
a portion of its administrators to be thoroughly experienced as troop 
leaders. In order to maintain continuity within the corps, the Army 
must have a source of Regular Army officers who have the requisite 
troop experience and desire to serve in the Judge Advocate General's 
Corps as a career. It is reasonable to assume that the Army will 
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obtain some 20 years of service from these officers after they have 
completed civilian law school. The aggregate competence of the 
corps is enhanced by combining the ability and experience of officers 
having, primarily, a civilian legal background with that of officers 
having a substantial military background. 

Senator O’Manoney. There are a lot of lawyers who have had troop 
experience as a result of World War IT who could do this legal work ; 
are there not? 

Colonel Hoac. Lawyers, I do not think, get too much troop expe- 
rience in the Judge Advocate General’s Corps, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is not what I am saying. I am saying 
lawyers have been taken from civilian life and have volunteered from 
civilian life to go into the Army who served through World War II 
with troops and had troop experience, and it seems to me that there 
is a possibility of some justification for the House action in the 
assumption that you can continue to do that without taking your 
Regular Army men and sending them off to law school for 2 or 3 
years, and let them do the troop work, the troop leadership which is 
so essential. 

General Rereper. Your statement is true on a short-term basis, but 
as we recede from World War IT those officers about whom you speak, 
by age and not being callable—— 

Colonel Hoac. Since December 1947, 132 lawyers have been taken 
in from civilian life and in the same period only 41 Regular Army 
officers were trained and graduated. So approximately four-fifths of 
the Judge Advocate General’s Corps is recruited from civilian life. 

Senator O’Manonry. How much? 

Colonel Hoag. Approximately four-fifths; 132 against 41. 

Senator O’Manoney. The real issue here is whether or not this is an 
essential military expenditure at this time. Now, I say we have re- 
ceived I do not know how many communications from schools all over 
the country, throughout the United States, that are very anxious to 
have this appropriation retained. 

General Decker. I would like to speak a word in connection with the 
training of comptrollers, which would be effected by the elimination 
of the business training. 

Senator O’Manonry. Let us get through with the lawyers first. I 
can see some reason for training officers who serve under the Comp- 
troller. I did not mean that as a double-edged compliment. 

General McFapyen. May I comment on it both from the legal and 
the Comptroller side on the personnel aspect ? 

We have a corps, whether it is called legal or whether it is called 
comptroller. We have a group of officers and a function which must 
be continued over a long period. Now, those must be Regular officers. 
Whether they are infantrymen or artillerymen who are converted into 
these particular jobs later on whether they are the officers who were 
integrated in the Regular Army, they must be Regular Army personnel. 
In the case of the Judge Advocate General’s Department, almost half 
of the Judge Advocate General’s Corps during the war consisted of 
civilian-trained lawyers, Reserve officers who served during World 
War ITI. and who accepted commissions in the Judge Advocate Gen- 
eral’s Corps. 

In the Regular Army structure we took in 11,000 officers in all 
aspects of the military who were Reserve officers. It is necessary to re- 
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tain a regular long-term nucleus in every type of activity and those 
which can be supplemented by the civilian-trained specialists who can 
come in and serve the short time, 2, 3, or 4 years he desires to serve, 
and then step back out. 

Senator O Manonry. I can see the objective is to have the Regular 
Establishment equipped with Regular officers who are competent to 
handle these specialist duties. 

General MoFapyen. Correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. Of course, the larger the operation becomes 
and the more complex it becomes the more essential it is that you 
have competent men in the Regular Service. That in general is right, 
is it not? 

General McFapyen. Yes. 


Senator O’Manonry. The full text of your statement, Colonel, may 
be inserted in the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PROGRAM FOR TRAINING IN CIVILIAN INSTITUTIONS 


I, PURPOSE 


The purpose of the Army’s program for training in civilian institutions is to 
augment the training conducted in service schools in order to provide— 

(a) Adequate training in appropriate fields to produce a group of officers who 
are capable of recognizing and coping with the political, economic, scientific, and 
social problems which are related to the military duties that they will be called 
upon to perform ; 

(bv) A limited number of officers specialized in scientific fields and capable of 
working with civilian scientists and directing research and development in 
military fields; 

(c) A limited number of officers specialized in the fields of personnel manage- 
ment, business administration, and industrial management in order to further 
the Army’s efforts in these fields ; 

(d) Essential language and area training which is not conducted in service 
schools and which is necessary for the proper performance of assigned duties; 

(e) Qualified instructors for the United States Military Academy and the 
armed service schools and the joint colleges; and 

(f) Other essential technical or professional training (including medical) 
which is not provided in service schools and which is necessary for the proper 
performance of assigned duties. 


Il, AUTHORITY 
Public Law 670, Eightieth Congress. 


Ill, WHO IS SELECTED FOR TRAINING AND HOW SELECTED 


Long-term training in civilian institutions is limited to members of the Regular 
Army, in order to insure that their training will be useful to the Army for a 
considerable period of time. Training is voluntary on the part of the individuals 
concerned, no individual being compelled to undergo the training. 

Individuals are selected on the basis of their military experience, previous 
educational background, capability to successfully undergo the training, and the 
anticipated assignment to positions which require the special training to be taken. 
This selection is made by the personnel management supervisors for the various 
branches of the service who are responsible for the assignment of personnel. 


IV. EXTENT OF TRAINING 


Training is conducted only to the extent necessary to meet carefully studied 
requirements of the various Department of the Army staff agencies, Army field 
forces, and administrative and technical services. These requirements are deter- 
mined by a careful job analysis of each position or type of position to be filled. 

The manpower requirements to fill the positions and the number of adequately 
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trained personnel available for assignment to these predetermined positions are 
thoroughly studied each year. Training is carefully limited to the extent neces- 
sary to qualify the individual to meet the needs of the Army. Training is not 
given for the primary purpose of raising the educational level of the individual. 

Although nearly all of the long-course training is conducted at the graduate 
level and students are encouraged to work toward a master’s or occasionally a 
doctor’s degree; the objective is not the attainment of a degree. From the 
Army’s point of view, the importance of the degree is that it indicates that the 
quality of the work accomplished by the student has met standards imposed by 
the university concerned. 


Vv. WHY TRAINING IS NECESSARY 


The Army’s program of training in civilian institutions is an essential part of 
the Army’s over-all training program. In view of the vast complexity of modern 
armies and the many rapid developments in science and technology, it is of the 
greatest importance that the military keep abreast of the best civilian thinking 
in research, management, and business procedure. The latter is especially 
important. The Army is making every effort to introduce modern efficient busi- 
ness methods into its programing and budgeting procedures. Since there is no 
place within the service-school structure where such advanced business training 
can be obtained, and since it would be extremely costly to establish such training, 
the Army is using the excellent courses in various colleges and universities. 

It is pointed out that the great bulk of the Regular Army officers come to the 
Army immediately following graduation from college, either through the ROTC 
or from the USMA. ‘These career officers have completed work on an under- 
graduate level and ordinarily have no opportunity to specialize at a higher level. 
Nevertheless, the Army has specific continuing requirements for such training. 
The only sure way these requirements can be met is by providing that a very 
limited number of permanent officers are so trained, and thus will be available 
at all times to meet the Army’s requirements. 


VI. EXAMPLES OF POSITIONS FOR WHICH TRAINING IS REQUIRED 


Examples of some of the positions for which training in civilian schools is 
deemed essential are: the Army field forces boards; the Military Academy; the 
Armed Forces special weapons project; the Comptroller of the Army, and of 
the various commands; the staffs of schools, such as the armored and infantry 
schools and the higher level Army and joint colleges; the Research and Develop- 
ment Board; the staffs of general hospitals. As of January 31, 539 Regular 
Army officers were enrolled in long-term courses. 


VII. RECAPITULATION OF LONG-TERM TRAINING AS OF JANUARY 31, 1952 
See tab A attached. 


VIII. COLLEGES IN WHICH ARMY PERSONNEL ARE CURRENTLY ENROLLED (EXCEPT FOR 
TRAINING IN MEDICAL FIELD) 


See tab B attached. 


Ix. LAW TRAINING AND UTILIZATION OF CIVILIAN LAWYERS 


The Judge Advocate General’s Corps of the Army has two sources of procure- 
ment of Regular Army officers, namely, direct appointment of graduate lawyers 
from civil life and transfer of Regular Army officers from.other branches to the 
Judge Advocate General’s Corps after experience as a line officer and after 3 years’ 
training in a civilian law school. These two programs combined are designed to 
furnish the officers required to maintain the Judge Advocate General’s Corps at 
its authorized minimum strength to 1.5 percent of the strength of the Regular 
Army Officer Corps. 

Since December 31, 1947, 132 lawyers from civilian life received commissions 
in the Judge Advocate General’s Corps of the Regular Army. During the same 
period, 41 Regular Army officers have been graduated from civilian law schools. 
At the present time there are 40 Regular Army officers attending civilian law 
schools, of whom 18 will graduate this month, 13 in June 1953, and 9 in June 
1954. 

Military justice is a specialized field of law that requires at least a portion of 
its administrators to be thoroughly experienced as troop leaders. In order to 
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‘maintain continuity within the corps, the Army must have a source of Regular 


Army officers who have the requisite troop experience and desire to serve in the 
Judge Advocate General’s Corps as a career. It is reasonable to assume that 
the Army will obtain some 20 years of service from these officers after they have 
completed civilian law school. The aggregate competence of the corps is enhanced 
by combining the ability and experience of officers having, primarily, a civilian 
legal background with that of officers having a substantial military background. 

The Judge Advocate General’s Corps is presently utilizing approximately 600 
Reserve officers on extended active duty in order to augment the strength of 
the corps. The Uniform Code of antesaret Justice requires that a certified 
lawyer must act as law officer, trial counsel, and defense counsel of a general 
court martial. Furthermore, there are many requirements for legal-assistance 
officers and claim-processing officers at installations not authorized staff judge 
advocates. Many of the officers performing these functions are Regular Army 
officers and Reserve officers who possess the requisite legai qualifications to 
perform these duties, but are not serving in the Judge Advocate General's Corps. 
Thus, it is apparent that most officers having legal training are utilizing this 
training at least on a part-time basis. Without these officers in the service, 
the Judge Advocate General's Corps would have to be correspondingly increased 
in order to furnish the additional officers for duty on general-courts martial. 


X. AVERAGE COSTS 


The average cost of the training is $550 per year for tuition, $72 for books 
and texts, and not to exceed $50 for thesis expense. These subjects are subject 
to Army approval and are utilized by the Army upon completion. 


Table A.—Recapitulation of long-term training, Jan. 81, 1952 


Engineering ata acc dee 

(Including civil, chemical, electronics, communic ations, electrical, 
electronics, mechanical, aeronautics, automotive, guided missiles, petro- 
leum, transportation. ) 

Medieal 

(Including medical and dental specialties, nursing, veterinary. ) 
Physical sciences___.--___ 

(Including physics, atomic energy, r radiologic ‘al physics, ete. ) 
Business administration._________ 

(Including in addition to usual courses in business management, ad- 
ministrative engineering, hospital administration, industrial manage- 
ment, transportation, institutional management, ete.) 

Language and area study 

(Preceded by language study at the Army Language ‘School and fol- 

lowed by study in overseas areas. ) 
Social sciences 

(Including economics, criminology, personnel management, 

tional relations, psychology, sociology, ete.) 
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TaBLE B.—Colleges in which Army personnel are currently enrolled (except for 
training in the medical field) 

















Law 
Total only 

District of Cohambia: RN ee a eae 
American University. _-...... Ofna University of Texas-_--........._.- 
Georgetown University....... 14 Oe FS ai atch hk eindunchneuccds 
George Washington Univer- Southwestern Baptist... _......... 
i aeVeetaisurncstacechooss DP ak ades A. and M. College, Texas-_--.._._. 
MRM... 3. oi5 hee 26. 2c PU re id. Se kk. 

Massachusetts Institute of Tech- Washington University, St. 
1 5 ERE. I a cen 

26 7 || Michigan State............-...... 

19 6 orthwestern._.........-- oom 

D tk Areas University of Michigan... 

Elia Mein University of Illinois... .- ea 

5 1 || University of Wisconsin. --..----- 

Union Theological Seminary - - - -- Bet University of Missouri -..-.......- 
New York University -..........- Saas. University of Notre Dame......_. 
University of Pennsylvania-..-._- 34 5 || University of Indiana----.......-. 
Johns Hopkins................... Wy tiene | University of Chicago. -..........- 
Ohio State University--_.........- RP bie. gs NG oa i Ce os 
University of Pittsburgh - --_....- | Dita deigatens University of Southern California. 
University of Virginia--........-. 18 8 || University of California (Berkeley). 

University of Tennessee. -..__-__- i ieecenacs University of California (Los 
University of North Carolina... _- Sh scammed eee Tide aiimne one 
University of Alabama. .-._....._. O82. BAG University of San Francisco. -_-.- 
Georgia School of Technology - - - - Di dstiananteteid University of Maryland... ._....- 


COMPTROLLER TRAINING 


General Decker. I was going to mention the need for comptroller 
training. As you know, Public Law 216, Eighty-first Congress, indi- 
cated the interest of the Congress in having the military departments 
adopt modern business methods in their operations. In order to do 
that, we have to send people outside of the Army Establishment to 
learn how businesses are actually being managed by the best opera- 
tors in the country. We do not have the facilities within the noes 
now or the knowledge to train our personnel in that field. We are 
moving toward the establishment a some kind of business training 
in the services as part of our school system but in order to have the 
people to run that program we have to send them outside and have to 
send them to business school. That applies to practically anybody 
who is going to serve in the Comptroller’s organization. 

I feel that if we are to administer wisely and well, the funds that 
you entrust to us, that we should be given the opportunity to send 
our people to the best source of learning so that when they come out 
of it they will be better able to handle the money which you put in 
our hands. 

Senator O’Manonry. Is it the practice in the Army to keep men 
who are so trained on the particular assignment for which they have 
been trained ? 

General Decker. Yes, sir; to a certain extent. 

Senator O’Manonry. Now, that is a qualification, is it not? 

General Decker. It is a qualification, and I think it probably should 
be qualified, sir. I do not think that we want to take a man who has 
come in the service and started out as a line officer and tell him, “Be- 
cause you have had some comptroller training, you are going to be a 
comptroller from now on.” I think that man should take his turn 
in serving in the comptrollership. He can go back to his basic arm 
and learn some more and go back to the comptrollership again. I 
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would advocate that rather than the continuous period of service in 
the comptrollership, because I think he would be better able to un- 
derstand what the needs of the troops are—and after all that is our 
primary mission, to serve the troops—if he serves with them occa- 
sionally and does not spend all of his time in the fiscal end of it. 

We have a Finance Corps, of course, that does nothing but deal in 
fiscal matters. General Moore is a member of that corps. They are 
a fine corps in their field. I think the comptroller should be a little 
bit broader and the comptrollers should know what goes on amongst 
the troops, what troops think, how they react. I think comptrollers 
can serve the troops better if they know that. I would advocate for 
the people who receive comptroller training about the same procedure 
that follows on general staff duties. Generally one serves on the gen- 
eral staff, then goes back to troops and then returns to the staff again. 

Senator O’Manoney. I think there is a great similarity in the activ- 
ity, complete similarity; there is really no divergence at all. But 
there is a complete divergence between the military strategy tactics, 
troop training and all that, and fiseal and comptroller duties. They 
are uterly different, are they not / 

General Decker. No, sir; they are not. They support each other. 

Senator O’Manonry. They support each other, certainly. 

General Decker. They complement each other. 

Senator O’Manoney. But the best fighting man you ever found 
might be utterly incompetent as a comptroller—comptrollers I have 
seen. 

General Decker. That is where they had to go to get them. 

Senator O’Manonry. And from the tough resistance you are put- 
ting up here to any cuts in this bill, 1 would say that you ought to be 
awarded an A-1 as a fighting man. 

General Decker. I think what you said is exactly correct. Con- 
versely there might be a person who is a whiz as a comptroller who 
might not be worth much as a troop leader. 

General Reever. Is this wording not subject also to interpretation ? 
It could go far beyond the comptroller and the legal. It has been the 
practice of the Signal Corps for years to send people for training with 
the Bell Telephone System and also the Harvard School of Business 
Administration. 

Senator O’Manonry. We have heard from Harvard. 

General Reever. You should. You should have heard from the 
Signal Corps, if you have not, because some of our most valuable peo- 
ple in the procurement and industrial planning field have acquired 
a large part of the knowledge to expand their ability from the train- 
ing they have had at colleges and institutions. 

Senator O’Manoney. What is the next one, sir? 

General Decker. The next is section 640 of the bill which pertains 
to the supply system of the Air Force. 


HOUSE AMENDMENT ON TRAINING AMENDMENT 


Senator O’Manonry. Before we go to that I think we ought to say 
that Congressman Sutton, whose name I see here in the Record in 
connection with this amendment, has indicated to us that he would like 
to be heard with respect to it: therefore I am reading into the record 
at this point the following from his statement on the floor. 
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It appears on page 3943 of the Record of April 9: 


Mr. Chairman, this is the amendment that I was referring to the other day 
when I stated it would be offered to this bill. It provides for prohibiting all 
those in the Navy, the Army, the Air Corps being sent to law school, or those 
who work in these sections to be sent to business school. I have talked to 
members of the committee about it, and I am in hopes they will accept the 
amendment because I hope they feel as I do, that we do not send boys to Annapolis 
to be lawyers or we would have legal instructors in Annapolis. 

Last week it was I who spoke in the House and exposed 40 members of the Navy 
who were going to Georgetown, George Washington, Catholic University at the 
expense of the taxpayers after they had been trained and educated at Annapolis. 


A little bit further along he speaks of West Point: 


We spend around $50,000 to $100,000 to send a boy to Annapolis or West Point 
and then we bring him down here and put him in the Pentagon. ‘Then, after we 
have trained him to be a fighting man, we send him to law school and do away 
with the instruction he has received at Annapolis and West Point. Is that logical 
or is it common sense? 


SUPPLY SYSTEM OF THE AIR FORCE 


General Decker. Section 640 of H. R. 7391 would prohibit the De- 
partment of the Air Force from establishing or maintaining a separate 
system for providing such supplies and services as were furnished to 
the Air Force by the Army prior to August 1, 1951. This provision 
would have the effect of abrogating all Army-Air Force agreements 
which have been completed since July 31, 1951, and which bear on 
supply systems. To some extent, these agreements have already been 
placed in effect, or they are to become effective during fiscal year 1953. 
In those instances in which the Army has been released by these agree- 
ments from certain supply responsibilities the dollar requirements 
therefor were eliminated from the 1953 budget estimates, so that no 
funds will be available to the Army to carry out such supply activity. 

In addition, there are hundreds of instances where local arrange- 
ments have been made in the interests of economy to the effect that the 
predominant service in any one locality will make specified, small 
repairs for all units of the other services in that locality. Such eco- 
nomical cross-servicing is in the best interests of unification. Yet 
expansion of this system would be prohibited by section 640. 

A liberal interpretation of this limitation would mean the placing 
of a sudden, unanticipated, and unprogramed logistic load on the 
Army; this might create a void at a most critical period in logistics 
services available to the Air Force. The resultant consequences 
could be serious. 

The Army recommends, therefore, deletion of section 640. 


AMENDMENT BEING DRAFTED 


Senator O’Manoney. The committee has been conferring with the 
Bureau of the Budget and the Office of the Secretary of Defense with 
the thought of drafting an amendment which would comply with the 
objectives of the Bonner report and prevent duplication in supply 
services, the elimination of which was the objective of the amendment. 

I hope perhaps something can be worked out on that. There seems 
to be a pretty general feeling that there has been some duplication, 

etting away from the objectives of unification. Your testimony, 
Eeuneiand is that if this amendment stays in, the Army having no 
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longer budgeted the cost of the supplies, would be under a great dis- 
advantage unless the funds were restored. 

General Reever. The Army is not hereby directed to perform any- 
thing for the Air Force. This merely says that no money will be 
used to do anything for the Air Force. It applies to the Army money 
as well. Note also it would even prevent the Army using its money 
to expand activities for the Air Force. This section is as subject to 
interpretation as the famous words “It is the intent of Congress to 
unify and not to merge.” We feel that the lawyers would have 5 
years’ work in getting this down to all the cases which might be 
brought up. 

Senator O’Manoney. It is just a prohibition against expending any 
funds for expanding the personnel facilities or activities of the De- 
partment of the Air Force, to establish and maintain a separate sys- 
tem for providing such supplies and services as are furnished to the 
Department by the Department of the Army. 

General Reever. Everything is tied to what the Army used to do 
for the Air Force. Just take the words, “Prior to August 1951,” you 
can go back to the time when the Air Force was the Air Corps, 
practically. 

Senator O’Manoney. “Money shall not be used to expand the per- 
sonnel facilities,” and while of course prior to August 1, 1951, you could 
go back to the period before there was an Air Force at all, but that 
was not the intent, it was immediately prior. 

General Reever. The fact remains that the lawyers thrive in the 
hotbed where intent and wording do not correspond, 

Senator O’Manoney. That is not the only hotbed in which the 
lawyers wither and die, may I say. 

General Decker. Then, too, Senator; any activity which has been 
transferred from the Army to the Air Force after August 1, 1951, 
would have to be taken over again by the Army but no funds are 
available to use for it. 

General Reever. It does not say that the Army will take it over. It 
leaves it undone. 

(The reclama and justification follow :) 


TiTLe VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SECTION 640 
(P. 51 between lines 15 and 16, H. R. 7391 as reported by the House.) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Delete all of section 640, general provisions, as proposed on the floor and in- 
cluded in the bill as passed by the House as follows: 

“Sec. 640. Not part of the funds herein appropriated shall be used to expand 
the personnel, facilities, or activities of the Department of the Air Force to estab- 
lish or maintain a separate system for providing such supplies and services as 
were furnished to the Department of the Air Force by the Department of the 
Army prior to August 1, 1951.” 
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EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To permit the Department of the Air Force to carry out the supply action pre- 
cluded by section 640. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The language of section 640 has the effect of abrogating all Air Force-Army 
agreements having any bearing on supply systems which have been consummated 
subsequent to July 31, 1951. These agreements have been worked out between 
the two services so as to provide the most economical and expeditious method 
of supply. In some areas it has been determined that a supply system operated 
by the Department of the Air Force is more practicable whereas in other areas 
the Department of the Army has been assigned the responsibility. 

To the extent that such agreements have been placed in effect or are to become 
effective during fiscal year 1953 releasing the Army of supply responsibility 
the dollar requirements have been eliminated from the Department of the Ariny’s 
budget for fiscal year 1953 so that no funds will be available to carry out such 
supply activity. 

A literal interpretation of section 640 requires that no expansion will be made 
in the services now performed by the Air Force for itself if those services were 
formerly provided by the Army. This would require the Army to establish com- 
missaries, laundries, dry-cleaning plants, finance service, provost marshal service, 
communications service, chaplain service, medical service, judge advocate service, 
transportation services, shoe-repair shops, mortuary services, sales stores, re- 
frigerator plants, repairs and utilities functions with regard to real estate, and 
other housekeeping services, on any new base to be opened by the Air Force. 
The same requirement would exist for increased services needed on any base 
which is being expanded. Duplicating Army services would be required in a 
number of new Air Force bases in the United States, in England, in France, in 
the Moroccan area, and elsewhere. The net result will be heavy additional costs 
to the Government, and decreased efficiency. 

Over the years, it was determined that the Air Force could more economically 
maintain certain types of its own equipment than could another and distant serv- 
ice. Examples are ground communications equipment, typewriters and office 
machinery, meteorological equipment, ground photographic equipment, refriger- 
ator equipment, and ammunition. It would be unnecessarily costly and admin- 
istratively difficult to ship the equipment to an Army installation for repair. It 
would further preclude in many of these cases the use of civilian services on a 
contractual basis which in many cases has been found very efficient. For exam- 
ple, we now use commercial sources to a large extent in the repair and supplying 
of parts for certain of our commercial-type vehicles. Such would be the effect 
of section 640. 

In hundreds of instances, lecal arrangements have heen made to the effect 
that the predominant armed service in any one locality will make specified 
small repairs for all units of the other two services in that locality. The ex- 
pansion of this type of cross servicing is prohibited by section 640. 

The sudden unanticipated and unpregramed logistic load which section 640 
places on the Army may create a void in logistics services available to the Air 
Force at a most dangerous time. The consequences could well be serious. 

In carrying out the various parts of this total supply function the Air Force 
is desirous of modifying only slightly procedures now in existence. The Air 
Force has no intention of setting up a new supply system or expanding its pres- 
ent facilities in duplication, with those of the Army. As the procedure now 
operates, the Air Force budgets for, and justifies the need for, items which 
may be procured through the Army Technical Service having procurement re- 
sponsibility. The completed items are then shipped by the manufacturer to an 
Army Technical Service supply depot for storage and subsequent distribution 
to Air Force stations where it is necessary to maintain stocks of these items to 
have them available to the using activities as needed. The only change desired 
by the Air Force in the existing procedure is to cause items, upon the completion 
of fabrication, to be shipped to an Air Force depot, rather than an Army Tech- 
nical Service depot. This does not constitute an additional supply system for 
the Air Force. It merely revises slightly one part of the order to decrease the 
administrative load now imposed on Air Force stations created by the necessity 
to requisition common items procured by several technical services from differ- 
ent Army storage depots established to store and issue items procured by each 
of the Army Technical Services. 
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LIMITATION ON PURCHASE OF WOOL 


General Decker. The next item is the amendment on the purchase 
of wool. 

During floor consideration of H. R. 7391 the House adopted an 
amendment which would appear to have the effect of prohibiting the 
purchase of wool, or products containing wool, not grown or produced 
in the United States. While the Army is aware of and favors the 
necessity to support United States industries, the necessary timing 
of military procurement as compared to the timing of the wool clip is 
such that the profits which will result from the increased prices for 
domestic wool, if this amendment stands, are more likely to accrue to 
brokers and other middlemen purchasers than to the wool producers, 
At the present time the price in the United States of foreign wool 
top of the grades most used by the military services is some 19 to 40 
cents a pound less than the price of domestic wool. The requirement 
that the services purchase domestic wool, regardless of price differen- 
tial, would appear to indicate that any substantial demand would 
result in a tremendous inflationary effect on the domestic wool market. 
The price increase that would result would either cause a shortage of 
military uniforms and other wool articles or would require the appro- 
priation of additional funds to clothe and equip the military forces. 
It is recommended, therefore, that this provision as passed by the 
House be modified to permit the procurement of other than domestic 
wool if the United States market price of wool products containing 
domestic wool exceeds the price of wool products containing foreign 
wool by some percentage differential to be established as a matter of 
congressional policy. 

Senator O’Manoney. The point of this whole discussion, may I say, 
is that during World War II the Quartermaster Corps of the Army 
pursued a definite policy of preference for domestic wool, and it 
seems to be abandoning that now, although the testimony here last 
year by the Quartermaster General was to the contrary. There seems 
to be an indication of a program of promoting the use of synthetics 
and mixture of these synthetic fibers with wool, all without any proof 
as yet that they can be substituted for wool or can be effective ex- 
tenders of wool. That is your whole problem. 


REQUESTED AMENDMENT 


Industry wants to be heard about this. We have amendments. 
Here is an amendment intended to be proposed by Senator Lodge 
with respect to this matter. We will put this in the record at this 
point. 

(The amendment referred to follows :) 


[H. R. 7391, 82d Cong., 2d sess. ] 


AMENDMBENT intended to be proposed by Mr. Lodge to the bill (H. R. 7391) 
making appropriations for the Department of Defense and related independent 
agencies for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1953, and for other purposes, viz: 


On page 11, line 8, after the word “prices” insert: “(or, in the case of any 
grade and quality of wool, at a price which does not exceed the world price 
for such grade and quality plus the United States tariff duty thereon) .” 
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WOOL PRICES 


General Decker. The point we make in connection with this, Sen- 
ator, is that by purchasing foreign wool we may be able to buy it 
cheaper, we may be able to save considerable money that way. 

Senator O’Manonry. The facts are, I think, that the price of domes- 
tic wool is governed by the price of foreign wool. That was upset 
after Korea ‘by some of the extraordinary factors that were developed 
at that time, but experience in the wool industry is that domestic wool 
prices are governed largely by the foreign prices. We do not produce 
enough domestic wool ‘to serve the needs of the Armed Forces alone. 
We produce scarcely more than a third of all the wool demands of the 
civilian and Army population in America. So you have to use for- 
eign wool. But the situation has developed in the last year or so in 
such a way that apparently the domestic wool is not moving and for- 
eign wool is, and the policy which apparently has been followed seems 
to grant a preference to the foreign product and accord a secondary 
place to the domestic product. 

Now, to overcome that, the Berry admendment was inserted in the 
House. I have had some conferences about this with the Secretary of 
the Army and members of the staff. They have not been completed. 
You are aware of the statement of Congressman Berry in the House. 
It appears on page 3911, under date of April 9. 

General Decker. Our point was that we have no objection to buy- 
ing domestic wool, certainly, but we do not want to buy it at a cost 
which would possibly be so excessive as to be subjecting the Army to 
criticism for the purchase of domestic wool when we could buy the 
foreign wool so much cheaper. We felt that Congress should, as a 
matter within its authority, establish the percentage of difference 
under which we would be allowed to buy domestic wool, even though 
it was higher priced than the foreign wool. That is the problem as 
.We see it, sir. 

(The reclama and justification follow :) 


” MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS, ARMY 
(P. 11, line 14, bill as reported by House committee dated April 10, 1952 


The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 11, line 12, change the period to a colon, and insert: “Provided further, 
That nothing herein shall preclude the procurement of wool not grown or pro- 
duced in the United States or its possessions when the United States market 
price of fabrics, materials or manufactured articles containing wool grown or 
produced in the United States or its possessions shall exceed the price of fabrics, 
materials or manufactured articles containing foreign-grown wool by — percent.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To establish a price differential for wool or wool products grown or produced 
in the United States or its possessions, 


JUSTIFICATION 


During floor consideration of the bill, the House adopted an amendment which 
wou'!d apparently have the effect of prohibiting the purchase of wool, or products 
containing wool, not grown or produced in the United States. At the present 
time, the United States price of foreign wool top of the grades most used by 
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the military departments is some 19 to 40 cents less per pound than the price 
of domestic wool. If the services are required to purchase domestic wool regard- 
less of price differential, it is obvious that any substantial demand will have a 
tremendous inflationary effect upon the domestic wool market. The resulting 
price increase will either cause a shortage of military uniforms and other wool 
articles, or require the appropriation of additional sums to clothe and equip 
the military forces. The Department of Defense is well aware of the necessity 
of supporting United States industries. However, because of the inevitable price 
increases Which will occur, it is recommended that the above amendment be 
inserted to fix a percentage price differential. The amount of the differential is 
believed to be a matter of congressional policy. 

It should be pointed out that the prohibition against purchase of foreign wool 
will create a fund deficiency even at present prices, which may lead to the 
necessity for supplemental appropriations. The prohibition would apparently 
make impossible the use of reprocessed or reused wool in blankets and similar 
products, since the source of such wool cannot be determined under the trade 
practice of intermingling it. Since the prohibition applies only to the Depart- 
ment of Defense, this will force the military departments to pay higher prices 
for such products than other agencies of the Government. It may further be 
noted that because of the timing of military procurement as compared to the 
timing of the wool clip, the profits from increased prices for domestic wool are 
likely to accrue to brokers and other middlemen purchasers rather than to the 
wool producers. : 

The intricate nature of this problem and the many factors entering into its 
solution would indicate that it is a proper subject for thorough consideration and 
enactment of permanent legislation, rather than inclusion in annual appropria- 
tion acts. Proposed permanent legislation on the subject, H. R. 6520, is now 
under active consideration by the House Armed Services Committee. 


OTHER MILITARY PERSON NEL COSTS 


Senator O’Manonry. All right, sir. 

General Decker. The next item on page 7 of the bill, lines 10 and 
11, under the appropriation “Military Personnel, Army” there is a 
clause which reads as follows: 

“Educational services for Army enlisted personnel.” 

The Army requests the deletion of “Army enlisted personnel,” so 
that the funds could be used for the education of officers as well as for 
the education of enlisted men. That is covered in the reclama which 
we have already submitted, sir. 

Senator O’Manonry. The committee report on page 17 under the 
heading of “Other military personnel cost” has this to say: 


Other Military Personnel Costs.—Projects contributing to the soldier’s morale 
such as welfare and morale activities, troop information and education, chap- 
lains’ supplies, and education of dependents are included in this program for 
which $33,839,000 was requested. Based on language carried in the current 
appropriation act, $144,000 was requested to pay 50 percent of the tuition of 
officers in private schools ; $189,000 was requested to pay 75 percent of the tuition 
for enlisted men. The committee believes this subsidy for officers is unwarranted 
and has deleted both funds and authorizing language for the ensuing fiscal year. 
While the committee feels that enlisted men should continue to be encouraged 
to advance themselves by attending private institutions of learning, it is, none- 
theless, of the opinion that necessary tuition costs should be equally shared. It 
would seem that advantages accruing to an individual by furthering his educa- 
tion would exceed temporary advantages to the Government. This, together with 
other slight program reductions, will reduce requirements by $568,000, 


Is this a comment on the item to which you referred ? 
General Decker. That is correct, sir. 
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EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 


Senator O’Manoney. And you interpret this to mean that educa- 
tional services can be provided only for enlisted men? You want to 
have it provided for both officers and enlisted men and to bring that 
about merely by striking the word “enlisted”? Is that right? 

General Decker. That is correct. 

Senator O’Manonry. How about the statement in the House report 
that your plan is to pay 50 percent of the tuition of officers and 75 
pereent of the tuition of enlisted men ? 

General Decker. That is the current procedure, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. What is the standard on which that was 
based? How did you determine 75 percent on one and 50 percent 
on the other? 

General McFapyen. That was in general by pay scale. The aver- 
age enlisted man would be in the grade of sergeant, who would be 
going to this school, and his pay in contrast to the pay of a captain 
would be of a scale that would require equitable treatment. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is this the item under which the training of 
lawyers and comptrollers is carried on? 

General McFapyen. No, sir. This is an item under which a young 
Reserve officer comes on active duty and he has 1 or 2 years of college 
and for example is assigned to Europe. The University of Maryland 
has branches of the University over in Europe where he can, on his 
off-duty time, enroll in the university and complete his college. The 

same way, the University of Louisiana has a branch in the Carribean 
and the U niversity of California branches in Okinawa and Japan. 
Recently there were opened one or two branches in the rear area 
of Korea. 

Senator O’Manonry. How would it do to redraft the language so 
as to provide that authority should be granted for the education of 
officers and enlisted men who by reason of having been called in, 
have had their education interrupted ? 

General Decker. That might be unduly restrictive, sir. 

General Reever. I can give you an example. An officer of my 
quay went into the Army during the war. His education 

yas not complete. While he was over here in the Comptroller’s office 
he simultaneously went to school at night downtown. I think he 
continued night school after he went to Tokyo. He was an integrated 
member of the Regular Army who, because of the war, had not 
completed his education. We have many such officers who by their 
own efforts on their own time are completing their education and 
thereby increasing their worth to the Government. 

Senator 0” MAHoney, Yes; I can see that. 

General Reeper. Since the total expense of such schooling is greater 
than the tuition, the Government is contributing less than half of that 
amount. You see, the tuition does not include books, laboratory fees, 
and all that. 

Senator O’Manonry. You see, there is a little complexity here. 
When you give special training in professions to officers of the Regular 
Establishment you are doing that for the purpose of benefiting the 
Regular Establishment and assuring the United States of having 
competent professional men in the Regular Establishment who deal 
with the professional subjects that come up, men whose careers are 
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— given to the Army. Now, that I think can be justified. Here 
you have language, however, which would permit the broadest kind 
of expenditure for education, but its real purpose is intended to serve 
those or to help those whose education has been interrupted to com- 
plete that education on their own time. It seems to me that the 
language could be redrafted in such a way as to avoid any conflict 
and make it possible, for example, to use money under this authority 
for the education of Regular officers. 

General Reever. The point I was trying to make is that many 
Regular officers should come within the language. 

Senator O’Manoney. When he is in the Army, he is in the Regular 
Army. I did not mean at West Point. 

General Reever. There are a great many of those who have in the 
past and probably still are completing the education which was inter- 
rupted by the war. Iran an officer candidate school and commissioned 
over 17,000 officers before I left. Many of those were outstanding 
chaps who had maybe only a high-school education or a year or two 
of college. Some of those officers were integrated into the Regular 
Army. Now they are still laboring to some extent under the handicap 
of an incomplete education. 

Senator O’Manonry. Yes; that is true, but merely by striking out 
the word “enlisted” you are not providing that this authority will be 
granted to educate those who have an incomplete education, 

General Rerper. That is right. 

Senator O’Manonry. That is what I would like to have you check. 

General Reeper. I would like to ask not to discriminate against the 
Regular Army officers. 

Senator O’Manoney. Let me see if you have not some officer in the 
Regular Army who has been trained in the law under this appropria- 
tion in the past who can redraft this amendment in such a way to 
avoid that difficulty. 


(The reclama and justification follow :) 
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
(House hearings, pp. 411-413) 


(P. 7, lines 3 and 4 of H. R. 7391, dated April 10, 1952) 


The Department of Defense requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
Page 7, lines 10 and 11, strike out the words “for Army enlisted personnel”. 
EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The effect of this would permit the Department of the Army to continue to 
sive partial financial assistance in approving off-duty educational programs to 
officer and enlisted personnel. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The limitation on this type of educational services applies only to officers of 
the Department of the Army. Since the other military departments have no 
such limitation, this language discriminates against the oflicer personnel of the 
Army. 

At the present time the military services are commissioning officers at an 
early age, many of whom have not completed their education. It is the aim of 

94846—52—— 64 
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the Department of Defense to interrupt the educational life of these men as 
little as possible and the educational institutions of the country have cooperated 
fully in the attainment of this objective by conducting classes on a nonprofit 
basis. However, a reduction in the assistance the Army will be permitted to 
give its members through payment of a part of their tuition will reduce the 
numbers of students who will participate in these courses. This may result in 
the withdrawal of the educational opportunities offered by these schools, since 
a reduction in enrollment will result in the schools operating at a deficit. En- 
listed men as well as officers will thereby be adversely affected. 

Officers who remain in the services must be given the opportunity for growth. 
Limiting assistance to only enlisted personnel will deny educational assistance 
to integrated and Reserve officers whose education was interrupted and who 
because of their continuous service are not eligible for Veterans’ Administration 
assistance. Off-duty education is gradually bringing these officers up to desired 
standards. 

To deny educational assistance to military personnel would be breaking faith 
with them, since this opportunity was assured them when they entered the 
service. Further, churches and schools have supported these programs and in 
so doing have undoubtedly assisted the services in their personnel procurement. 

General education should receive every encouragement among the officer 
corps, since officer attitudes set the tone for the entire Military Establishment 
and influence the operational and administrative effectiveness and efficiency of 
such forces. 

The Department of Defense has suggested that 50 percent of the tuition for 
officers and 75 percent of the tuition of enlisted personnel be defrayed by the 
Government. This will be applied uniformly to all services. However, if offi- 
cers of the Army are to be denied educational assistance, the Department of 
Defense is left no choice but to administratively apply the same restriction to 
the other services. 


TRANSFER OF FUNDS 


Senator O’Manonry. What is the next? 

General Decker. The next thing, sir, deals with the utilization 
of $25 million of 1953 money during fiscal year 1952 to provide for 
an ‘anticipated overstrength in the Army which is developing and 
which will require additional funds over those included in the sup- 
plemental appropriation. That has been submitted as an amendment 
to go in the bill after page 7, line 23. 

Senator O’Manonery. You want to insert the words “of which not 
to exceed $25 million may be transferred to the appropriation ‘Mili- 
tary personnel Army, 1952’?” 

General Decker. Yes, sir. The principal reason for that is that 
our military personnel appropriation is on a single-year basis. It 
would mean that $25 million would be used in 1952, but it would be 
picked up later on by reducing the military strength of the Army so 
that the ultimate expenditure by the end of fiscal 1953 would be no 
greater than it would be otherwise. 

Senator O’Manoney. Why would a shortage develop? 

General Decker. There are several reasons for that, sir. I can 
mention them generally and General McFayden can elaborate on my 
remarks. We have gotten many more voluntary enlistments and re- 
enlistments than we anticipated. This is a good thing and in our 
favor. We have had fewer losses than we expected. So our strength 
projections have been exceeded. We have not wanted to keep men 
from enlisting because every man you get voluntarily provides a 
better soldier and prevents another man from being drafted. 

General McFaypen. What General Decker said is correct, sir. We 
have this high reenlistment rate among the Regular soldiers who have 
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been separated right now. Also we have quite a number of soldiers 
remaining in the service. You will recall last year when we were 
discussing various items in the appropriation bill you were interested 
in whether we had to call in more reservists. I told you “no,” and 
anticipated Reserve officers would volunteer to remain on duty. Rather 
than cut down to get down to the strength on the 30th of June for one 
single day and the day after that have a big draft call come in to kee 
our OCS going and our training system going, it is possible by hold. 
ing these people on who want to stay on, to bridge that gap and have 
a smaller draft call in July and August, rather than the 50,000 draft 
call we had provided for in July and August. It would be lowered 
to the 30,000 level by doing that, by transposing funds from this side 
to this side, although the net over-all is the same. 
(The reclama and justification follow :) 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 
(P. 7, line 16, bill dated April 10, 1952) 
The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 7, line 23, after the amount, insert: “, of which not to exceed $25,000,000 
may be transferred to the appropriation ‘Military personnel, Army, 1952’ ”. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


To avoid a shortage of 1952 military pay funds in the event actual strength 
for 1952 should exceed planned and budgeted strength. 


JUSTIFICATION 


Current figures indicate that there is a possibility that Army military strength 
for fiscal year 1952 may exceed the number on which the budget was based. This 
results from the difficulty of closely controlling military strength, because of 
unforeseeable fluctuations in enlistments and separations. The Army is reluctant 
to refuse voluntary enlistments, since the period of service is longer, reducing 
cost to the Government, and because it is felt that the willing soldier is likely 
to be a better soldier. This leaves the reduction or elimination of selective 
service inductions as the only feasible way to reduce military strength. Total 
strength for fiscal year 1952 could be reduced by eliminating all inductions in 
May and June, thus partially solving the problem. However, the Army is 
reluctant to take this action, since it would leave training installations and 
personnel in a virtual stand-by status for 2 months, and would necessitate a larger 
number of inductions in July. The above amendment will make possible the use 
of 1953 funds to finance pay costs for any overstrength in fiscal year 1952 resulting 
from the current situation. 


CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY OF THE NATIONAL GUARD 


Senator O’Manoney. All right, sir. 

General Decker. The next is an item that has to do with the con- 
struction authority of the National Guard, on page 13 of the bill; 
the Army requests deletion of certain language included in the Army 
National Guard appropriation which was inserted by the House. 

Major Brown is the legal adviser officer here to discuss this amend- 
ment if you care to discuss it. 

Senator O’Manonry. I have this letter dated June 5 from the 
Bureau of the Budget. I do not know whether it has been called to 
the attention of the Army. I think I might as well read it into 
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the record now for my own information and the information of the 
witnesses : 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Senator O’ManoNney: In pursuance of the request from a member 
of your staff for a statement of the position of the Bureau of the Budget relative 
to additional language inserted by the House of Representatives in the appro- 
priation, “Army National Guard” for the fiscal year 1953, the following informa- 
tion is furnished. 

Prior to the enactment of Public Law 783, no general authorization for con- 
struction of Reserve facilities existed for civilian components. Authorizing 
language was contained in the individual appropriation for such construction 
as was necessary. The approval of Public Law 783 on September 11, 1950, 
provided for the first time, basic legislation dealing with the construction 
authorization and repair of Reserve facilities and provided for joint utilization 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

In the budget for fiscal year 1952, authorizing language in the appropriation, 
“Army National Guard” was deleted and language for a new appropriation 
entitled “Military Construction, Army Civilian Components” was inserted. The 
text of the language deleted is given below: 

“* * * expenses of camps, air fields, storage facilities, [and alterations 
and additions to present structures, transportation and erection of temporary 
structures, either on Government-owned or State-owned land, or on land made 
available by lease or loan from any political subdivision of a State or any 
individual, corporation, or organization for a period wf not less than 10 years, 
construction and maintenance of] buildings, structures, rifle ranges, and 
facilities, * * *” 

The purposes of the language proposed in the budget for fiscal year 1953 
for the “Army National Guard” was essentially the same as the purposes of 
that enacted in the Department of Defense Appropriation Act, 1952. 

The purpose of deleting language authorizing construction in the appropriation 
“Army National Guard,” and the establishment of the new appropriation “Mili- 
tary Construction, Army Civilian Components,” for the fiscal year 1952, was 
twofold: (1) to pull together, in a single appropriation, the scattered con- 
struction authority for all Army civilian components, and render it easier to 
justify and control these capital expenditures, and (2) to make construction 
funds (which require long-range planning and extended negotiation) for Army 
civilian components available in one account without fiscal year limitation, in 
lieu of providing them as item’ in annual appropriations. 

The language changes made in the House of Representatives makes the ap- 
‘propriation for the Army National Guard available for construction of non- 
armory facilities, and permits its expenditure for such purpese without regard 
to the requirements of Public Law 783. Nonarmory construction, financed by 
Federal contributions to a State pursuant to section 3 (c) of this act, is limited 
hy section 4 (d) thereof to a Federal contribution in an amount not exceeding 
75 percent of the cost of the additional or improved facilities (exclusive of the 
cost or market value of any real estate contributed by the State). This re- 
quirement of the law was the basis of objections raised by representatives of the 
National Guard Association during hearings before the Appropriations Committee 
of the House (pp. 587-539 of pt. 1 of the hearings on Department of the Army 
Appropriations for 1953), at the time they suggested the amendment which now 
appears in the bill. 

Prior to the enactment of Public Law 783, construction money made available 
to the Army National Guard, for other than armories, could be used without 
the requirement of Federal ownership. Many such facilities are rifle ranges, 
training camps, warehouses and shops have, in the past, been built with Fed- 
eral funds on property donated, or leased, by the State to the State guard. 
Title to the property was not required to be in the United States. 

It appears that the objection to the legal requirements contained in Public 
saw 783 may also have reference to section 3a, which permits the Secretary of 
Defense to acquire by purchase, lease or transfer to construct, expand, rehabili- 
tate or convert and equip such facilities as he shall consider necessary, and to 
section 4 (c), under which title to all real or personal property acquired under 
section 3a must be vested in the United States. Under the language originally 
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proposed in the appropriation “Army National Guard,” any nonarmory con- 
struction built solely with Federal funds, would necessarily be Federal prop- 
erty. The amendment would seem to authorize indirectly—through contri- 
butions to a State with no minimum participation requirement by a State— 
construction of State-owned nonarmory facilities that could now be constructed 
directly at Federal expense only with resultant Federal ownership. 

The current changes in appropriation language for the Army National Guard 
are considered by the Bureau of the Budget to have the following deficiencies: 

(a) The language itself is not entirely clear, particularly with respect to the 
reference to unexpended funds from the appropriation for “Military Construction, 
Army Civilian Components.” 

(b) It would provide an unspecified amount of construction money, without 
fiseal year limitation, in an annual lump-sum appropriation for maintenance and 
operating expenses. This would be very difficult to properly administer. 

(c) It may make two appropriations available for construction of nonarmory 
facilities, in lieu of the existing one appropriation where it is more easily ad- 
ministered and controlled. This is an undesirable precedent at a time when 
simplification of appropriation structure is being prosecuted throughout the 
Department of Defense. 

(d) It attempts to provide, in appropriation language, an amendment to the 
basic authorizing legislation. The Bureau considers that this method of ac- 
complishing such an end is less desirable than an amendment to the basie 
authorizing act. . 

Sincerely yours, 
F. J. Lawton, Director. 


That seems to agree with your point of view. 

General Decker. Yes; it does generally. 

Senator O’Manonry. Here is a letter dated the 5th of May 1952, 
from Maj. Gen. Milton A. Reckord, adjutant general of the State of 
Maryland, expressing approval of the House language. It will be 
inserted in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


STATE OF MARYLAND, 
Mruirary DEPARTMENT, 
Baltimore 1, May 5, 1952. 
Hon. JosePH C. O’MAHONEY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Appropriations, Senate Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SENaTOR O’MAHONEY: This letter is written to advise you and your 
subcommittee to the effect that the National Guard items in the appropriation 
bill for the fiscal year 1953 are satisfactory to the National Guard authorities. 

However, we have been somewhat disturbed today by a report which is to 
the effect that certain Army officers representing the Pentagon are urging a 
change in the language of the bill as it passed the House, which language would 
affect very materially the expenditure of $8,000,000 for non-armory construction. 

The language in the bill as it passed the House is satisfactory to the National 
yuard, and we respectfully urge that it be retained in the bill and in no wise 
changed, as such change will result in more and unnecessary delay. We are 
now in the tenth month of the present fiscal year and, because of the restrictive 
language covering this appropriation for the present fiscal year, not 1 penny 
of $24,000,000 appropriated by the Congress has been authorized to be spent. 

There is absolutely no excuse for this delay, and the language now in the bill 
is designed to correct and improve these conditions. We respectfully urge that 
you support the language now in the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mruron A. Reckorp, 
Major General, The Adjutant General, 
Chairman, National Guard Legislative Committee. 
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(The reclama and justification follow :) 
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 


(P. 13, lines 11 to 22, bill dated April 10, 1952) 


« > Ee 


(House hearings, Army, pp. 531-533; 536-538) 
The Department of the Army requests the following amendment : 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Page 13, lines 10 to 21, strike out the words “construction and maintenance 
of buildings and alterations to present structures, other than armories, either 
on Government-owned or State-owned land, or on land made available by lease 
or loan from any political subdivision of a State or any tax-supported agency 
therein, and unexpended funds from ‘Military construction, Army civilian com- 
ponents,’ Public Law 179, Bighty-second Congress, to remain available until 
expended in accordance with provisions of section 67, National Defense Act, 
and National Guard regulations, and not made subject to the legal restrictions 
contained in Public Law 7&3, Bighty-first Congress, for the construction of 
Reserve facilities ;”. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 
To delete legislative provision setting up separate construction authority. 
JUSTIFICATION 


The only existing statutory authority for construction for the Reserve com- 
ponents is Public Law 783, Highty-first Congress, which authorizes the con- 
struction of armory or nonarmory facilities. Facilities belonging to the Fed- 
eral Government, built under that law, do not require any contribution to be 
made by the States, but may be built entirely with Federal funds. The above 
language inserts a legislative authorization for construction in this appro- 
priation, not subject to the safeguards and limitations prescribed by the Congress 
in Public Law 788. This appears to be a proper subject for permanent legis- 
lation, which is now pending before Congress (H. R. 6490, 82d Cong.) rather 
than legislation in an appropriation act. The language would also transfer 
no-year funds from the 1952 construction appropriation to this heading, cre- 
ating administrative complications by mingling no-year funds with an annual 
appropriation. Further administrative confusion would result from the fact 
that the language would transfer unexpended balances from the 1952 construc- 
tion funds, and some of those funds may be already obligated under contracts 
by the end of this fiscal year, subject to the provisions of Public Law 783. 
Further, the language is conflicting in that it makes the transferred funds 
available in accordance with the provisions of section 67 of the National De- 
fense Act, which contains no authority and makes no reference to construction. 
It is recommended that this defective language be deleted so that the subject 
may be carefully studied by the legislative committees and permanent legislation 
of the correct nature enacted. 


HOUSE CUT IN RETIREMENT PAY 


Senator O’Manoney. What is the next? 

General Decker. I have two more items, sir. The next item is an 
item pertaining to the retirement provision in the bill. It is on page 
5 of the bill under the retirement pay of the Department of Defense. 
I presume this will be covered by the Office of the Secretary of De- 
fense, but General McFadyen is prepared to present the Army posi- 
tion on it at this time briefly, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. First let me say that the report of the House 
on page 13 reads as follows: 


The committee recommends a reduction of $15,000,000 in the request for re- 
tired pay, leaving for appropriation $330,000,000. From the rate of obligation 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 1013 


indicated for the first 8 months of the current year it is believed that the recom- 
mended amount would be just about right. 

All right, General. 

General McFapyen. We were discussing this amendment last year. 
The question is just what does the amendment do and what has it 
done to us and what would we have in the way of retirement without 
this particular amendment in. You were interested in that, sir. We 
showed that under the law which provides that retirement may take 
place between 20 and 30 years at the discretion of the Secretary, that 
even prior to Korea and prior to this particular amendment, the Sec- 
retary had held that authority very, very closely and exercised it 
sparingly and only for good cause, the causes being those approxi- 
mately spelled out in the amendment as it is here now. It had to be 
on a compassionate showing or it had to be such a degree of hardship 
that the Secretary himself, that is the Secretary of the Army rather 
than the Secretary of Defense, would actually approve it in writing. 
Therefore, if this particular amendment were changed to show that 
an individual with over 30 years service was not covered by the 
amendment it would be in accordance with prior Army policy and a 
oolicy that without any restriction attached to it before had never 

en abused and has not been abused up to this particular time. 

Senator O’Manoney. We covered this when the Air Force was up. 
I think the story is clear on the record. 

(The reclama and justification follow :) 


RETIRED PAY, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
(P. 4, lines 14-18, of H. R. 7391, April 10, 1952) 
(House hearings, pp. 355-367) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The Department of Defense requests that the following proviso be deleted: 

“Provided, That no part of such sum shall be used to pay the retired or retire- 
ment pay of any commissioned member of the Regular Army, Navy, Marine 
Corps, or Air Force who is voluntarily retired after the date of enactment of this 
Act, unless such member was retired because of (1) being unfit to perform the 
duties of his office, rank, grade, or rating by reason of a physical disability in- 
curred in line of duty, or (2) achieving the age at which retirement is required 
by law, or (3) whose application is approved in writing by the Secretary of 
Defense stating that the retirement is in the best interests of the service, or, is 
required to avoid cases of individual hardship.” 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


The proposed amendment would eliminate the restriction on provisions for 
retirement otherwise provided in law. 


JUSTIFICATION 


The Department of Defense is opposed to the language to limit the payment of 
retired pay so as to permit voluntary retirement, other than for age or physical 
disability, only when the Secretary of Defense finds that the retirement is “in 
the best interests of the service” or is due to individual hardship. 

This restriction nullifies or modifies provisions for retirement which have 
been written into the law over a period of years by the Congress after consulting 
with our military leaders, the civilian heads of the services, and civilian com- 
mittees, such as the Hook Commission. These laws are sound, equitable, and 
serve the best interests of the country. This restriction amounts to a breach of 
the contract in such laws. 
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The retirement provisions are but one of the many phases of the military 
personnel programs of the services embodied in laws developed over a long period 
of time and after much study by the Congress. Together with promotions, they 
are major elements of a blueprint to maintain a vigorous, alert and thoroughly 
capable officer corps. Any further restriction which vitiates present laws will 
hinder the advancement of young officers of the highest qualification at a time 
when the services need officers capable of meeting the rigorous demands now 
being placed upon them. It is essential that we build a career group of young 
men to maintain the effectiveness of our military forces. If it is to be a career 
service, those provisions which are essential to a career service must not be 
withdrawn. We must keep in mind the long-range effect of any proposal such 
as this on our military-personnel programs, for the state of emergency may 
exist for a period of years. If the services are to maintain the quality of their 
officer leadership, it is necessary that their Secretaries be allowed the degree 
of flexibility in their personnel administration that will permit the application 
of sound and proven retirement and promotion principles. 

This restriction is also unfair because of the limited basis on which an officer 
may apply for voluntary retirement after long years of service. Since there 
are few cases of individual hardship, the only course remaining is for an officer 
to retire “for the best interests of the service.” This is a phrase which, over 
a long period of time, has been associated with unsatisfactory service of one 
kind or another. This country should give an officer who has rendered many 
long years of faithful service an opportunity to depart with some degree of 
dignity and recognition of his service and not be forced to leave with an implied 
stigma. 

As a result they stay on, actually to the detriment of their service and their 
own well-being. While it can be expected that these officers will satisfactorily 
perform assigned duties, the enthusiasm and drive so essential to top performance 
cannot be recaptured by those who are eligible for and desire retirement after 
30 years or more of service. 

During fiscal year 1952, 48 officers have been permitted to retire voluntarily 
in strict compliance with the law; 19 were in the best interest of the service; 14 
were for individual hardship and 15 were for a combination of hardship and 
best interest of the service. 


LIMITATION ON INFORMATION PROGRAM 


Senator O’Manonry. General, now what comes next? 

General Decker. There is one more item, that is section 639 of the 
bill which provides that funds provided in this act for public infor- 
mation and public relations shall not exceed $5,254,815. Our ap- 
propriations are made to the three services for public-information 
activities and there is no indication in this section as to what the 
restriction on the Army shall be, nor have we been advised what the 
restriction is. I simply bring that to the attention of the committee 
since it is rather indefinite. 

Senator O’Manoney. What do you budget in the Army for public 
information ? 

General Decker. We will get the figure, sir. It is in the neighbor- 
hood of $3.5 million. 

Senator O’Manonry. There is a reference in the House report to 
the Office of Information in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
This has no relation to this matter. 

General Decker. This section as written would include the activ- 
ities of the Office of the Secretary of Defense and of the three mili- 
tary services. It was a floor amendment. 

Senator O’Manoney. Yes. This amendment was offered by Mr. 
Sutton. Apparently from the House debate as set forth on page 
3952, the purpose of this amendment was to limit the expenditures 
for public aecmaiaion to a sum which apparently had been agreed 
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upon. After the amendment was offered by Mr. Sutton, Mr. Sikes 
said— 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Surron. I yield. 

Mr. Srxes. Am I correct in assuming that that is the figure already agreed 
to in this bill for publicity purposes? 

Mr. Surron. That is it. 

Mr. Sikes. And the gentleman simply proposes to limit the funds to the 
figures already agreed to by the committee? 

Mr, Surron. That is right. 

Mr. Sixes. May I say to the gentleman the committee has no objection to 
the amendment and will accept it. 


So the issue here depends on just, what the justification showed for 
the Office of Public Information, and it refers necessarily, I would 
think, to the amount for all three services. 

General Decker. It does, sir. As I say, we are not aware of what 
proportion of this cut is applied against the Army. 

Senator O’Manoney. Is it a cut? 

General Decker. Yes, sir. 


1953 BUDGET ESTIMATE 


Senator O’Manonry. What is the budget estimate ? 

General Decker.’ 1 do not have the estimate for the three services 
here. 

Senator O’Manoney. You have it for the Army ? 

General Decker. I will provide the information, sir. 

(The estimate referred to follows:) 

The Department of the Army’s fiscal year 1933 budget as submitted to Con- 
gress included $4,078,680 for costs incident to the public-information program. 
This total amount was composed of $345,000 for transfer to the Office, Public 
Information, Secretary of Defense; $194,680 for pay and allowances of Depart- 
ment of the Army military personnel assigned to the Office, Public Information, 
Secretary of Defense; and $3,539,000 for Department of the Army public-infor- 
mation costs. The latter amount consists of $2,201,400 for pay of Army military 
personnel and $1,337,600 for pay of civilian personnel and other costs chargeable 
to the appropriation ‘““Maintenance and operations, Army.” 

Senator O’Manonry. I have here, General, the justification for the 
Department of Defense which shows a distribution for fiscal 1953 
budget estimates for public-information activity by military depart- 
ments and appropriation. This gave $4,078,680 for the Army; $3,- 
755,780 for the Navy ; $3,710,242 for the Air Force. And for the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, salaries and expenses, $215,000, making 
a total of $11,759,702. 

Now, the amendment to which you are addressing yourself provides 
that the over-all expenditure shall not exceed $5,254,851, which means 
that the budget was cut from $11,759,702 to $5,254,851, and I find no 
explanation as to how that fund is to be distributed. 

General Decker. That is our problem. 

Senator O’Manoney. You have not found that anywhere? 

General Decker. No, sir. 
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HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT ON PUBLIC INFORMATION PROGRAM 


Senator O’Manoney. This is from the House committee report on 
page 13: 

In order that the committee may have better control of the appropriation for 
public-information activities, it is the sense of the committee that there be 
created an Office of Public Information to perform the functions of the present 
Office of Public Information in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. Contribu- 
tions from the three services and the Office of the Secretary of Defense to the 
Office of Public Information is specifically disapproved. It is proposed to appro- 
priate herein directly to the Office of Public Information $312,500, which shall 
be the only funds for the operation of this office. Elsewhere in the bill reduc- 
tions of 50 percent in the request for funds for public-information activities 
have been made. 


Now, that to me means that the House committee recommended cuts 
_in each of the three services below the amounts estimated in the budget 
for expenditure through the Office of the Secretary of Defense ‘by 
means of the contributions you have heretofore » made, but I do not see 
where it is set forth in the bill or in the report. 

General Decker. It is not to my knowledge set forth. 

Senator O’Manoney. We will request the Department of Defense 
to make a complete showing upon this matter. 

Is there anything else? 

General Decker. No, sir; that completes our testimony. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 


INTERROGATORY ON PERSONNEL AND PROCUREMENT 


Senator O’Manoney. May I say, General Decker, that Senator Fer- 
guson, who found it impossible to be with us this morning, has pre- 
pared a list of questions with respect to Army personnel, and Army 
procurement. These questions will be placed in the record at this time 
and a copy will be handed to you. 

General Decker. We shall be happy to supply the answers. 

(List of questions follow :) 


ARMY PERSONNEL 


Question No. 1: How many men will it take to man the combat units now 
planned for 1953? 
I. Divisions 
(a) How many infantry? 
(b) How many armored? 
(c) How many airborne? 
II. Regimental combat teams 
Ill. Antiaircraft battalions 
IV. Other combat units—list 
Question No. 2: How many men will be released from the Army during the 
fiscal year 1952? 
I. Draftees 
II. Reservists 
III. Regulars (expiration of enlistment) 
Question No.3: How will the new men be obtained? 
I. Draft 
II. Calling up reserves 
III. Calling up National Guard 
IV. Reenlistment 





DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 1017 


ARMY PROCUREMENT 


The “carry-over” of funds for procurement into fiscal year 1953 is as follows: 
Procurement and production $9, 311, 246, 114 
Ordnance service and supplies 2, 494, 272, 643 

11, 806, 518, 75 
3, 684, 520, 000 


15, 491, 038, 757 
House cut : 918, 520, 000 


Reclama 685, 983, 000 
Therefore the total amount, depending on the action of Congress, may be 


between 14% and 14% billion dollars. Unfilled orders or commitments carried 
over into 1954 will be at least 814 billion. 


The important questions here have to do with the procurement and production 
of weapons, ammunition, vehicles, and electronics. 
Question No. 1: What is the industrial capacity per month now under contract 
for these items (by four categories) : 
(a) On single-shift rate 
(b) On “all out” production 


Question No. 2: At what rate is the various kinds of ammunition being pro- 
duced under existing contracts? 


Question No. 3: Are there contracts placed which have not yet come into 
production ? 


Question No. 4: What oneemel or new industrial lines are to be provided 
out of the 1953 request for $3,684,500,000? 

Question No. 5: How soon will these new contracts begin to produce? 

(The answers to the above questions, being classified material, were 
filed with the committee. ) 

Senator O’Manonry. May I ask to have inserted in the record 
where we were discussing the amendment proposed by General Decker 
on behalf of the Army, page 7, line 11, to eliminate the word “enlisted” 
in the provision authorizing expenditures for educational services for 
Army personnel, the following. ‘There has now been submitted to me, 
for consideration of the committee, modified language reading as 
follows: 

Educational service for Army personnel whose education was interrupted when 
the individual began his military service. 

(See p. 1007.) 

The committee will recess, subject to the call of the Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p. m., Thursday, June 12, 1952, the hearing 

. was Saeeaal subject to the call of the Chair.) 





